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ABSTRACT  
As  large-­‐‑scale,  modernist  urban  renewal  projects  advanced  following  
World  War  II,  residents  of  Boston’s  historic  neighborhoods  pushed  back,  
asserting  the  value  of  the  existing  built  environment  and  enlisting  new  strategies,  
like  local  historic  districts,  to  mediate  change.    Over  time,  these  defenders  of  
traditional  urbanism  changed  from  relatively  conventional  1950s  home-­‐‑  and  
business-­‐‑owners  to  more  countercultural,  back-­‐‑to-­‐‑the-­‐‑city  technocrats,  the  
advance  guard  of  a  new  middle  class.    Employing  previously  unexplored  
government  archives  and  public  documents,  extensive  contemporaneous  
newspaper  reports,  and  interviews  with  current  and  former  neighborhood  
activists,  “Home  Rule”  analyzes  historic  districting  as  a  social  movement,  tracing  
how  adherents  of  this  cause  mobilized  resources  to  effect  the  policy  changes  they  
sought.    While  the  growth  of  the  historic  preservation  movement  in  the  interwar  
	     vii  
South  has  been  well  documented,  the  adoption  of  preservation  planning  
techniques  in  the  post-­‐‑war  North  is  less  well  studied.      
The  first  chapter  investigates  the  effort  to  create  the  first  historic  district  in  
the  urban  North  on  Beacon  Hill,  a  campaign  that  took  place  against  the  backdrop  
of  a  destructive  urban-­‐‑renewal  project  in  the  nearby  West  End.    A  neighborhood  
association  spearheaded  the  effort,  carefully  building  support,  consistent  with  
the  consensus  culture  of  the  1950s.    The  chapter  also  examines  the  expansion  of  
the  district  and  challenges  to  its  authority.    The  highly  contested  movement  to  
designate  the  Back  Bay  occupies  the  second  chapter,  pitting  a  powerful  mayor  
and  his  deep-­‐‑pocketed  allies  determined  to  insert  high-­‐‑rise  towers  in  a  
historically  low-­‐‑rise  area  against  a  large  and  well-­‐‑heeled  neighborhood  
association.    The  third  chapter  examines  the  drive  to  create  a  statutory  
Landmarks  Commission  to  regulate  historic  resources  citywide.    The  chapter  also  
explores  two  attempts  to  designate  historic  districts  after  the  creation  of  the  new  
agency,  one  effort  on  Ashmont  Hill  that  failed  and  another  in  West  Back  Bay  that  
succeeded.    The  movement  to  designate  three  contiguous  historic  districts  –  the  
St.  Botolph  Street  area,  Bay  Village,  and  the  South  End  –  constitutes  the  fourth  
and  last  chapter.    These  efforts  exemplify  the  rediscovery  of  urban  life  by  an  
	     viii  
educated,  progressive  middle  class  who  negotiated  with  various  ethnic  and  
racial  minorities,  transformed  the  city,  and  reinvented  urban  renewal.  
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   “Nobody’s  going  to  tell  me  what  color  I  can  paint  my  house!”    This  
statement,  or  a  sentiment  very  much  like  it,  is  one  that  advocates  for  the  
regulation  of  historic  buildings  are  prepared  to  face.    Textbooks  on  the  subject  
and  literature  circulated  to  the  public  about  creating  historic  districts  anticipate  
such  objections  and  are  quick  to  set  preservation  legislation  in  the  context  of  
larger  and  presumably  more  widely  supported  zoning,  health,  and  safety  
regulations.1    So  accustomed  are  contemporary  preservationists  to  indifference,  
suspicion,  or  outright  hostility  to  their  proposals  for  historic-­‐‑resource  
designation  that  this  later  generation  may  look  back  with  astonishment  at  a  time  
when  creating  historic  districts  enjoyed  considerable  support  in  a  major  
northeastern  city  like  Boston.    Half  a  century  ago,  neighborhood  associations  
with  memberships  of  hundreds  of  private-­‐‑property  owners  spearheaded  
ambitious  campaigns  to  designate  large  swaths  of  their  neighborhoods,  draft  
comprehensive  preservation  guidelines,  and  establish  powerful  historic-­‐‑district  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  Norman  Tyler,  Historic  Preservation:  An  Introduction  to  Its  History,  Principles,  and  Practice  (New  
York  and  London:  W.  W.  Norton  &  Company,  2000),  78;  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission,  
“Establishing  Local  Historic  Districts”  (Boston,  2003),  16;  New  Hampshire  Division  of  Historical  
Resources,  “Local  Historic  Districts:  Frequently  Asked  Questions”  (Concord,  2007),  2.    
	  	  
2 
commissions  charged  with  preventing  demolitions,  signing  off  on  architectural  
alterations,  and  possibly  even  regulating  paint  colors.  
   From  the  vantage  point  of  history,  it  is  clear  that  times  have  changed.    In  
2016,  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  touts  nine  principal  local  historic  
districts.    Six  of  them,  including  some  notably  large  and  significant  ones,  were  
created  in  the  28-­‐‑year  period  between  1955  and  1983.2    This  dissertation  examines  
that  fruitful  period,  a  dynamic  era  marked  by  suburbanization  and  white  flight,  
urban  renewal  and  neighborhood  displacement,  racial  conflict  and  yuppie  
gentrification.    Through  these  years,  Boston  saw  both  the  seemingly  chaotic  
forces  of  sweeping  change  as  well  as  emerging  efforts  to  preserve  cherished  areas  
and  cityscapes.    As  the  conflict  between  these  two  impulses  played  out,  citizens  
vigorously  pushed  authorities  to  enact  ordinances  permitting  neighborhoods  to  
exercise  greater  control  over  the  historic  built  environment,  a  new  kind  of  home  
rule.    During  this  period,  Boston  designated  six  historic  districts  –  Beacon  Hill  
(1955),  Back  Bay  (1966),  Bay  State  Road/West  Back  Bay  (1979),  St.  Botolph  (1981),  
Bay  Village  (1983),  and  the  South  End  (1983)  –  and  created  an  agency  for  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2  The  remaining  three,  smaller  and  further  from  downtown,  were  designated  in  the  33-­‐‑year  
period  between  1983  and  the  present.    A  few  others  contain  half  a  dozen  buildings  or  a  complex  
of  buildings  on  one  parcel.    “List  of  Designated  Boston  Landmarks  in  Numerical  Order,”  table  
courtesy  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.    
http://www.cityofboston.gov/images_documents/PETDESIG_JAN2014_tcm3-­‐‑40308.pdf.    
Accessed  Feb.  20,  2016.  
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designating  more  –  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (1975).    In  the  early  
1950s,  no  sections  of  the  city  had  any  legal  protections  for  historic  buildings,  and  
no  precedent  existed  in  any  Northern  city  for  doing  so,  as  historic  districting  
until  then  was  a  Southern  phenomenon,  originating  in  Charleston,  S.C.,  in  1931.3    
By  the  end  of  this  period,  many  large  Northern  cities  had  adopted  similar  
protections.    These  decades  therefore  represent  a  sea  change  in  attitudes  toward  
preservation  and  government’s  role  in  it.  
At  the  same  time,  major  areas  of  the  historic  core  remained  undesignated,  
either  because  politicians,  responding  to  downtown  business  concerns,  exempted  
them  from  these  legal  processes  or  because  neighborhoods  did  not  want  them.    
These  exceptions  form  an  important  counterpoint  to  the  general  arc  of  expanding  
historic  districts.  
Additionally,  as  this  period  unrolled,  these  measures  slowly  began  to  
show  an  increased  sensitivity  to  class,  ethnic,  racial,  and  cultural  diversity.    What  
had  started  in  the  1950s  as  a  bourgeois,  white  Anglo-­‐‑Saxon  Protestant  movement  
gradually  expanded  to  reflect  changing  urban  demographics  and  to  take  into  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3  Charles  B.  Hosmer,  Jr.,  Preservation  Comes  of  Age:  From  Williamsburg  to  the  National  Trust,  1926-­‐‑
1949  (Charlottesville:  University  Press  of  Virginia,  1981),  232-­‐‑274;  William  J.  Murtagh,  Keeping  
Time:  The  History  and  Theory  of  Preservation  in  America  (New  York:  Sterling  Publishing  Co.,  Inc.  
1993),  58-­‐‑59;  Robert  R.  Wyeneth,  “Ancestral  Architecture:  The  Early  Preservation  Movement  in  
Charleston,”  in  Max  Page  and  Randall  Mason,  ed.,  Giving  Preservation  a  History:  Histories  of  
Historic  Preservation  in  the  United  States  (New  York  and  London:  Routledge,  2004),  257-­‐‑282;  Tyler,  
Historic  Preservation,  38-­‐‑39.  
	  	  
4 
account  less  advantaged  and  nonwhite  peoples  by  the  1980s,  when  African  
American  and  Hispanic  leaders  articulately  and  forcefully  argued  for  policies  
responsive  to  their  communities’  interests.    The  longstanding,  significant,  and  
ongoing  role  of  women  and  gays  in  Boston’s  historic  districting  movement  is  also  
explored.  
Furthermore,  this  study  dwells  on  the  relationship  of  private  property  to  
public  means  of  regulating  it.    The  belief  that  government  could  undertake  great  
projects  for  the  benefit  of  citizens  opens  the  period,  with  significant  federal  
leadership  in  the  building  of  public  housing,  interstate  highways,  and  
government  buildings.    Gradually,  disillusionment  with  urban  renewal  soured  
many  on  certain  aspects  of  government  power.    Yet,  perhaps  paradoxically,  some  
neighborhoods  sought  to  enhance  the  strength  of  local  authorities  –  in  the  form  
of  regulated  historic  districts  –  to  help  resist  other  government  actions.    
Meanwhile,  America’s  long  tradition  of  private  property  rights  remained  ever-­‐‑
present,  cited  by  citizens  from  time  to  time  at  public  hearings  and  on  petitions.    
Sometimes  objectors  to  local  historic  districts  were  small,  dissenting  minorities.    
In  other  cases,  they  emerged  as  robust  counter-­‐‑movements  successfully  derailing  
efforts  for  neighborhood  designation.    By  the  end  of  this  period,  antigovernment  
conservatives  emerged  as  a  significant  political  force.    
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This  dissertation  evaluates  the  rise  of  a  social  movement  based  on  place  
and  its  subsequent  institutionalization  in  official  government  policy  and  law.    
Using  methodologies  developed  by  sociologists  to  analyze  how  groups  and  
individuals  mobilize  resources  to  advance  their  goals,  this  project  analyzes  the  
formation  of  a  sense  of  political  identity  based  on  neighborhood;  examines  the  
aims,  strategies,  and  tactics  of  the  movement’s  advocates;  and  assesses  the  extent  
to  which  they  were  successful  or  unsuccessful.4    It  also  considers  failings  and  
unforeseen  consequences,  ideological  limitations,  and  socio-­‐‑economic  
boundaries.    Further,  it  speculates  and  draws  conclusions  on  the  overall  
effectiveness  of  historic-­‐‑district  legislation.    Finally,  it  situates  historic  districting  
in  Boston  within  the  larger  transformation  of  cities  over  four  decades  –  from  the  
optimism  of  urban  renewal  in  the  1950s,  through  the  fatigue  with  urban  crises  of  
the  1960s,  to  the  by-­‐‑then  countercultural  back-­‐‑to-­‐‑the-­‐‑city  movement  during  the  
1970s,  to  the  resurgent  conservative  revolution  of  the  1980s.  
     
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4  For  an  outline  of  key  issues  in  social  movement  theory,  see  Aldon  D.  Morris  and  Carol  McClurg  
Mueller,  eds.  Frontiers  in  Social  Movement  Theory.  New  Haven  and  London:  Yale  University  Press,  
1992,  and  Mayer  N.  Zald  and  John  D.  McCarthy,  Social  Movements  in  an  Organizational  Society:  





The  first  studies  of  historic  preservation  and  urban  change  in  Boston  and  
other  cities  emerged  from  a  small  but  vigorous  corps  of  public  and  academic  
intellectuals  during  the  mid-­‐‑twentieth  century.    Much  of  this  work  was  clearly  
meant  to  foster  an  appreciation  for  architecture,  urbanism,  and  preservation  –  
rather  than  dissecting  the  complexities  of  how  implementing  public  programs  for  
vetting  change  might  actually  take  place.    In  more  recent  decades,  however,  an  
increasingly  professional,  scholarly,  and  critical  heritage-­‐‑conservation  
intelligentsia  has  turned  the  focus  of  historical  inquiry  onto  the  historic  
preservation  movement  itself,  including,  in  a  few  cases,  efforts  to  designate  and  
protect  local  historic  districts.    While  investigation  into  this  topic  has  benefitted  
from,  broadly  speaking,  over  half  a  century  of  precedent  and  is  now  considered  
worthy  of  sustained  examination,  due  to  the  particular  goals  and  disciplinary  
positioning  of  the  contributors  and  the  organic  nature  of  the  intergenerational  
scholarly  conversation,  significant  gaps  and  lacunae  still  exist.    Indeed,  the  
creation  of  a  coherent  municipal  historic  preservation  program  in  Boston  has  
remained  largely  unexamined  until  now.    Before  proceeding  further,  however,  a  
review  of  the  existing  literature  is  in  order.  
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Among  the  mid-­‐‑twentieth-­‐‑century  writers  commenting  on  the  state  of  
urban  America,  Lewis  Mumford  and  Jane  Jacobs  stand  in  bold  relief.    Mumford  
made  an  enormous  contribution,  comprising  thirty  books  written  over  a  sixty-­‐‑
year  period.    Though  based  in  New  York,  he  occasionally  wrote  and  spoke  about  
Boston,  and  he  touched  on  issues  at  the  heart  of  Western  urbanism,  both  historic  
and  modern,  especially  in  his  major  work  The  City  in  History  (1961).5    An  admirer  
of  old  cities  and  their  organic  patterns  of  growth  and  evolution,  he  vigorously  
criticized  the  negative  effects  of  highway  construction,  urban  renewal,  and  
suburbanization.    With  his  interest  in  and  knowledge  of  city  and  regional  
planning  –  and  his  extensive  writings  on  all  things  urban  –  his  work  forms  a  
logical  starting  point  for  further  examining  continuity  and  change  in  the  
twentieth-­‐‑century  city.6    Even  more  intensely,  urban  activist  and  journalist  Jane  
Jacobs,  in  The  Death  and  Life  of  Great  American  Cities  (1961),  wrote  a  full-­‐‑throated  
objection  to  urban  renewal  and  commented  appreciatively  of  Boston’s  North  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5  Lewis  Mumford,  The  City  in  History:  Its  Origins,  Its  Transformations,  and  Its  Prospects  (New  York:  
Harcourt,  Brace  &  World,  1961).  
6  Other  relevant  contributions  by  Mumford  include  From  the  Ground  Up:  Observations  on  
Contemporary  Architecture,  Housing,  Highway  Building,  and  Urban  Design  (1956),  The  Highway  and  
the  City  (1963),  and  The  Urban  Prospect  (1968).  
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End,  an  historic  neighborhood  that  retained  its  vitality  in  spite  of  unsympathetic  
urban  planning  policies  and  a  lack  of  historic-­‐‑district  designation.7    
On  Boston,  a  diverse  trio  of  writers  –  Walter  Muir  Whitehill,  Kevin  Lynch,  
and  Herbert  Gans  –  produced  important  contributions  during  the  late  1950s  and  
early  1960s.    As  director  of  the  Boston  Athenaeum,  Whitehill  pioneered  the  study  
of  the  city’s  built  environment  with  Boston:  A  Topographical  History  (1959),  which  
delivered  considerably  more  than  its  subtitle  implies,  including  architectural,  
cultural,  and  social  history  as  well.    The  second  edition  (1968)  featured  a  chapter  
on  urban  renewal,  along  with  some  discussion  of  preservation  activities,  such  as  
efforts  to  save  individual  landmarks  like  the  Old  Corner  Bookstore.8    MIT  
Professor  of  City  Planning  Kevin  Lynch,  also  took  Boston  as  his  topic  of  study  
(along  with  Los  Angeles  and  Jersey  City)  in  The  Image  of  the  City  (1960),  for  which  
he  interviewed  residents  to  understand  their  “mental  maps”  of  the  city  in  which  
they  lived  and  worked.    Employing  the  tools  of  structural  anthropology,  he  
provocatively  explored  the  way  people  navigate  the  urban  landscape,  finding  
their  way  by  landmarks  and  discerning  districts  of  definable  character.    On  the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7  Jane  Jacobs,  The  Death  and  Life  of  Great  American  Cities  (New  York:  Vintage  Books,  1961),  8-­‐‑11,  33,  
79,  295-­‐‑297.  
8  Far  from  a  backward-­‐‑looking  antiquarian,  Whitehill  embraced  certain  aspects  of  modern  Boston,  
as  is  reflected  in  his  Boston  in  the  Age  of  John  Fitzgerald  Kennedy  (1966).  It  is  also  helpful  to  keep  in  
mind  that  for  all  of  his  association  with  Boston  history,  he  did  not  reside  in  an  historic  Boston  
neighborhood,  living  instead  in  the  suburbs.  
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West  End,  a  Boston  neighborhood  whose  destruction  serves  as  a  stark  
counterpoint  to  the  historic-­‐‑district  movement  on  Beacon  Hill,  sociologist  
Herbert  Gans  wrote  the  landmark  study,  The  Urban  Villagers  (1962),  in  which  he  
chronicled  the  close-­‐‑grained  life  of  this  immigrant  community.    While  he  argued  
strongly  that  demolition  should  not  have  occurred,  he  left  open  for  further  study  
how  it  could  be  avoided  in  other  areas  in  the  future.  
During  the  mid-­‐‑1960s,  historian  Charles  B.  Hosmer  put  forth  his  
pioneering  work,  Presence  of  the  Past:  A  History  of  the  Historic  Preservation  
Movement  in  the  United  States  Before  Williamsburg  (1965),  a  study  that  stood  alone  
at  that  time  as  a  seminal  contribution  to  the  study  of  his  chosen  topic.    It  included  
material  on  Boston,  the  relationship  between  the  public  sector  and  private  
initiatives,  and  the  class  positioning  of  the  first  preservationists,  though  it  did  not  
go  past  the  early  1930s.  
A  distinguished  Boston  neighborhood  was  the  subject  of  two  studies  in  
the  late  1960s  –Houses  of  Boston’s  Back  Bay:  An  Architectural  History  (1967)  by  
architectural  historian  Bainbridge  Bunting  and  Back  Bay  Boston:  The  City  as  a  Work  
of  Art  (1969),  the  catalogue  for  an  exhibition  at  the  Museum  of  Fine  Arts,  Boston.    
Bunting’s  work  was  encyclopedic  and  scholarly,  while  the  MFA’s  catalogue  and  
exhibition  –  featuring  historic  and  contemporary  photographs  along  with  essays  
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by  Lewis  Mumford  and  Walter  Muir  Whitehill  –  showcased  the  neighborhood,  
raising  its  profile  and  making  the  case  that  it  be  considered  as  an  important  
cultural  expression.    Both  books  emerged  from  the  then-­‐‑recently  successful  
movement  to  designate  the  area  as  a  local  historic  district,  so  scholarly  interest  in  
its  historic  assets  was  intimately  connected  with  the  advocacy  on  behalf  of  the  
neighborhood’s  designation.    Yet  the  focus  of  these  works  remained  the  
architectural  significance  of  the  resources  under  study  –  not  the  social  and  
political  history  of  the  effort  that  opposed  high-­‐‑rises  and  supported  preservation  
by  a  coalition  of  residents,  business  people,  and  government  officials.  
The  1970s  saw  further  scholarship  on  one  of  Boston’s  historic  
neighborhoods:  Margaret  Supplee  Smith’s  Ph.  D.  dissertation,  “Between  City  and  
Suburb:  Architecture  and  Planning  in  Boston’s  South  End”  (Boston  University,  
1976),  which  analyzed  the  area’s  creation  from  landfill,  its  layout  of  streets,  and  
its  domestic  architecture.    In  an  epilogue,  she  reflected  on  the  contemporary  
scene,  judging  the  neighborhood  in  transition,  which  indeed  it  was.    The  South  
End’s  designation  as  a  local  historic  district  had  not  yet  occurred,  though,  like  
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Bunting  on  Back  Bay,  Smith’s  scholarship  made  a  credible  case  for  the  
neighborhood’s  significance  and  preservation.9  
In  Lost  Boston  (1980),  journalist  and  preservation  advocate  Jane  Holtz  Kay  
used  historic  photographs  to  portray  buildings  and  sites  that  had  vanished  from  
the  urban  landscape,  clearly  arguing  for  preservation.10    At  the  same  time,  she  
did  not  lay  out  a  program  of  public  policies  that  government  or  any  other  
particular  actor  should  have  executed.    Her  goal  was  to  pique  interest,  to  present  
compelling  images,  and  to  raise  public  consciousness.11  
Historian  Charles  Hosmer  weighed  in  with  another  important  
contribution  in  Preservation  Comes  of  Age:  From  Williamsburg  to  the  National  Trust,  
1926-­‐‑1949  (1981),  a  detailed,  two-­‐‑volume  work  that  included  a  substantial  (145-­‐‑
page)  chapter  on  “historic  communities,”  some  of  which  became  early  
designated  local  historic  districts  (Charleston,  New  Orleans,  Alexandria,  
Winston-­‐‑Salem)  while  others  (Portsmouth,  Newport)  would  have  to  wait  until  
after  Hosmer’s  cut-­‐‑off  date  of  1949.12      
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9  See  also  Margaret  Supplee  Smith  and  John  C.  Moorhouse,  “Architecture  and  the  Housing  
Market:  Nineteenth-­‐‑Century  Row  Housing  in  Boston’s  South  End,  Journal  of  the  Society  of  
Architectural  Historians  52,  no.  2  (June  1993),  159-­‐‑178.  
10  Jane  Holtz  Kay,  Lost  Boston  (Amherst  and  Boston:  University  of  Massachusetts  Press,  2006).  
11  For  comments  on  preservation  in  Boston  (especially  the  South  End),  see  Jane  Holtz  Kay,  with  
Pauline  Chase-­‐‑Harrell,  Preserving  New  England  (New  York:  Pantheon  Books,  1986).  
12  Hosmer,  Preservation  Comes  of  Age,  232-­‐‑274  (Charleston),  290-­‐‑306  (New  Orleans),  332-­‐‑340  
(Portsmouth),  351-­‐‑360  (Newport),  360-­‐‑365  (Alexandria  and  Winston-­‐‑Salem).  
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Preservationist  Nancy  Lurie  Salzman,  then  a  graduate  student  in  
Preservation  Studies  at  Boston  University,  wrote  of  the  West  Back  Bay/Bay  State  
Road  area  in  her  Buildings  &  Builders:  An  Architectural  History  of  Boston  University  
(1985),  a  detailed  guide  to  the  neighborhood.    Like  the  works  on  the  Back  Bay,  
she  emphasized  historic  architecture  rather  than  recent  political  efforts  to  
preserve  it.13  
The  1990s  saw  a  flourishing  of  new  scholarship  on  America’s  cities.    
Urban  historian  Jon  C.  Teaford,  in  The  Rough  Road  to  Renaissance:  Urban  
Revitalization  in  America:  1940-­‐‑1985  (1990),  discussed  the  decline  and  rebirth  of  
American  cities  through  the  experiences  of  twelve  case-­‐‑study  cities,  including  
Boston,  focusing  on  transportation,  immigration,  suburbanization,  poverty,  and  
municipal  finances.      
Historian  Lawrence  W.  Kennedy  wrote  more  extensively  of  city  planning  
in  Boston,  urban  renewal,  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  and  significant  
private-­‐‑sector  construction  in  his  Planning  the  City  Upon  a  Hill:  Boston  Since  1630  
(1992).    The  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission  appeared  briefly,  and  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13  Boston  University  commissioned  and  published  this  book.  
	  	  
13 
designation  of  Back  Bay  in  1966,  Boston’s  second  local  historic  district,  was  
noted.14  
Sean  M.  Fisher  and  Carolyn  Hughes  edited  an  important  exhibition  
catalog,  The  Last  Tenement:  Confronting  Community  and  Urban  Renewal  in  Boston’s  
West  End  (1992),  focusing  on  the  failure  to  preserve  this  historic  neighborhood.    It  
is  a  helpful  successor  to  Herbert  Gans’s  earlier  work,  providing  more  visual  
material,  but  like  its  predecessor  it  chronicles  a  once-­‐‑flourishing  neighborhood  
laid  low  by  urban  renewal,  not  the  emergence  of  a  successful  strategy  for  coping  
with  urban  change.  
Preservationist  William  Murtagh’s  Keeping  Time:  The  History  and  Theory  of  
Preservation  in  America  (1993)  followed  Charles  Hosmer’s  works  in  outlining  the  
history  of  historic  preservation  in  the  United  States,  though  in  a  more  compact  
form.    It  only  briefly  mentioned  the  creation  of  the  Beacon  Hill  historic  district.  
Thomas  O’Connor,  a  prolific  and  popular  Boston  historian,  took  urban  
renewal  as  his  subject  in  Building  a  New  Boston:  Politics  and  Urban  Renewal,  1950-­‐‑
1970  (1995).    He  wrote  extensively  of  ethnic  divisions,  electoral  politics,  the  
leadership  at  City  Hall,  and  neighborhood  resistance  to  urban  renewal.    While  he  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14  Kennedy  also  wrote  two  additional  chapters  for  a  third  edition  of  Whitehill’s  Boston:  A  




cited  the  rehabilitation  of  Quincy  Market  as  an  important  example  of  
preservation-­‐‑as-­‐‑renewal,  in  general  he  argued  that  urban  renewal  “saved”  
Boston  from  obscurity  and  oblivion,  portraying  the  period  that  followed  as  a  
decline  from  the  heroic  leadership  of  visionary  mayors  and  planners  who  
championed  urban  renewal  against  the  forces  of  lethargy  and  inertia.15    As  will  
become  apparent  in  the  pages  below,  this  dissertation  takes  issue  with  that  
interpretation,  demonstrating  the  pivotal  role  that  historic  preservation  played  in  
revitalizing  Boston.    
Two  historians  of  preservation  in  Boston  brought  a  new  scholarly  focus  
and  discipline  to  the  topic.    Historian  James  Lindgren,  one  of  the  sharpest  critics  
of  the  preservation  movement,  analyzed  this  topic  in  a  very  different  tone,  
forcefully  confronting  issues  –  and  prejudices  –  of  race,  ethnicity,  class,  and  
gender.    In  Preserving  Historic  New  England:  Preservation,  Progressivism,  and  the  
Remaking  of  Memory  (1995),  he  focused  on  the  Progressive  era  –  and  the  
contemporaneous  founding  of  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  of  New  England  
Antiquities  in  1912  –  in  his  discussion  of  historic  preservation  in  Boston  and  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15  Thomas  H.  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston:  Politics  and  Urban  Renewal,  1950  to  1970  (Boston:  
Northeastern  University  Press,  1993),  271-­‐‑279,  299;  O’Connor  also  touches  on  the  “New  Boston”  
in  his  survey  history  of  the  city,  The  Hub:  Boston  Past  and  Present  (Boston:  Northeastern  University  
Press,  2001),  207-­‐‑228.  
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beyond.16    With  his  focus  on  the  early  twentieth  century,  though,  he  did  not  treat  
the  era  after  the  Second  World  War.    Planning  historian  Michael  Holleran,  in  
Boston’s  “Changeful  Times”:  Origins  of  Preservation  and  Planning  in  America  (1998),  
took  a  more  nuanced  approach  in  exploring  the  history  of  the  preservation  
movement  in  Boston  from  1850  to  1930.17    His  conceptual  focus  on  urban  change  
and  its  opponents  is  helpful  in  considering  later  periods,  too.    While  he  
mentioned  the  Beacon  Hill  preservation  effort,  it  is  clearly  after  his  period  of  
study.    This  dissertation  is  in  some  ways  intended  to  continue  the  study  that  
Holleran  began.  
Activists  have  also  made  important  contributions.    Preservationist  
Anthony  Tung,  in  Preserving  the  World’s  Great  Cities:  The  Destruction  and  Renewal  
of  the  Historic  Metropolis  (2000),  examined  the  historic-­‐‑preservation  efforts  of  
nineteen  cities  around  the  world,  including  New  York  and  Charleston,  SC,  in  the  
United  States.    He  did  not  acknowledge,  however,  that  Boston’s  first  historic-­‐‑
district  law  had  already  been  on  the  books  for  a  decade  when  New  York  took  
similar  action.    Meanwhile,  Moying  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  focusing  on  one  urban  district  in  
Boston,  spanned  the  centuries  in  Beacon  Hill:  The  Life  &  Times  of  a  Neighborhood  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16  James  M.  Lindgren,  Preserving  Historic  New  England:  Preservation,  Progressivism,  and  the  Remaking  
of  Memory  (New  York  and  Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  1995).  
17  Michael  Holleran,  “Boston’s  “Changeful  Times”:  Origins  of  Preservation  and  Planning  in  America  
(Baltimore:  Johns  Hopkins  University  Press,  1998).  
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(2002),  including  as  full  a  description  as  has  been  published  of  the  movement  to  
designate  the  area  an  historic  district,  including  the  important  role  of  the  Beacon  
Hill  Civic  Association.18    At  the  same  time,  she  did  not  integrate  this  moment  into  
the  rest  of  preservation  history  in  Boston  or  elsewhere.      
Urbanist  and  planner  Laurence  J.  Vale,  in  From  the  Puritans  to  the  Projects:  
Public  Housing  and  Public  Neighbors  (2000),  examined  the  history  and  theoretical  
framework  of  public  housing  in  Boston.19    Much  of  his  work  focused  on  the  mid-­‐‑
twentieth  century,  with  substantial  treatment  of  postwar  urban  renewal  and  the  
Boston  Housing  Authority,  an  agency  whose  plans  and  projects  had  substantial  
impacts  in  the  older  neighborhoods  of  the  city,  including  those,  such  as  the  South  
End,  that  became  historic  districts.    In  a  related  vein,  sociologist  Mario  Luis  
Small,  in  Villa  Victoria:  The  Transformation  of  Social  Capital  in  a  Boston  Barrio  (2004),  
provocatively  challenged  assumptions  that  lower-­‐‑income  neighborhoods  did  not  
have  the  wherewithal  to  govern  themselves  or  plan  their  own  future.20    Using  a  
Puerto  Rican  enclave  in  Boston’s  South  End  as  a  case  study,  Small  showed  how  
residents  were  able  to  reshape  the  urban-­‐‑renewal  effort  for  their  area  to  help  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18  Moying  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill:  The  Life  &  Times  of  a  Neighborhood  (Boston:  Northeastern  
University  Press,  2002).  
19  Lawrence  J.  Vale,  From  the  Puritans  to  the  Projects:  Public  Housing  and  Public  Neighbors  
(Cambridge:  Harvard  University  Press,  2000).  
20  Mario  Luis  Small,  Villa  Victoria:  The  Transformation  of  Social  Capital  in  a  Boston  Barrio  (Chicago  
and  London:  University  of  Chicago  Press,  2004).  
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recreate  the  community  in  a  way  sympathetic  to  their  cultural  identity.    While  
this  study  focused  on  neighborhood  activism,  it  was  not  primarily  concerned  
with  architectural  preservation.    Rather,  it  concentrated  on  new  building  with  
allusion  to  Puerto  Rican  patterns.  
German  geographer  Karolin  Frank,  along  with  three  co-­‐‑authors,  brought  a  
European  perspective  to  examine  Historic  Preservation  in  the  USA  (2002),  in  which  
Boston  was  one  of  four  case  studies  (along  with  Philadelphia,  Savannah,  and  
Charleston).    Their  method  employed  interviews  and  a  rigorous  social-­‐‑science  
presentation  of  findings,  but  they  delved  little  into  history  and  did  not  move  
beyond  Beacon  Hill  to  discuss  Boston  as  a  whole.    Their  intent  seems  to  be  to  
explain  American  concepts  of  land  use  planning  and  urbanism  to  a  European  
audience.  
Three  scholars  take  the  changing  fortunes  of  America’s  downtowns  as  
their  subject,  a  topic  relevant  to  understanding  Boston’s  historic  evolution.    
Urban  historian  Robert  Fogelson,  in  Downtown:  Its  Rise  and  Fall,  1880-­‐‑1950  (2003),  
carefully  examined  the  history  of  the  business  districts  of  cities  in  America  –  
including  Boston  –  but  he  stopped  at  1950,  and  his  work,  beginning  when  
American  was  urbanizing  rapidly  and  ending  when  American  cities  were  in  
crisis,  is  a  declension  narrative.    Planning  historian  Alexander  von  Hoffman,  in  
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House  by  House,  Block  by  Block:  The  Rebirth  of  America’s  Urban  Neighborhoods  (2004),  
wrote  of  the  economic  turnaround  that  urban  neighborhoods  experienced  during  
the  late  twentieth  century,  focusing  on  five  case-­‐‑study  cities.  Examples  such  as  
South  Central  Los  Angeles,  the  South  Bronx,  and  the  Boston  neighborhood  of  
Roxbury,  highlight  (for  instance)  the  taming  of  youth  gangs,  the  development  of  
low-­‐‑income  housing,  and  the  formation  of  community-­‐‑development  
organizations.21    And  urban  historian  Alison  Isenberg,  in  Downtown  America:  A  
History  of  the  Place  and  the  People  Who  Made  It  (2005),  also  challenged  the  
persistent  notion  of  decline,  studying  the  vicissitudes  of  urban  America  from  the  
Progressive  era  to  the  1980s,  including  the  Depression  and  the  crises  of  the  1960s.    
While  she  discussed  preservation  –  especially  its  role  in  retail  settings  such  as  
“festival  marketplaces”  –  she  dealt  less  explicitly  with  neighborhood  issues.  
Boston’s  Back  Bay:  The  Story  of  America’s  Greatest  Nineteenth-­‐‑Century  Landfill  
Project  (2007)  by  historian  William  Newman  and  sociologist  Wilfred  E.  Holton,  
revisited  the  history  of  the  Back  Bay,  with  a  special  emphasis  on  the  initial  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21  Roxbury’s  sole  local  historic  district,  the  Eustis  Street  Architectural  Conservation  District,  “is  
located  on  Washington  Street  between  Eustis  Street  and  Melnea  Cass  Boulevard  in  the  Dudley  
Square  area  of  Roxbury.”    It  contains  a  burying  ground  and  six  buildings.    Perhaps  because  of  its  
diminutive  size,  the  Landmarks  Commission  does  not  group  this  on  its  website  with  the  nine  
alluded  to  at  the  beginning  of  this  chapter.    Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  “Eustis  Street  Area  
District  Study  Committee  Report,”  3,  5-­‐‑8;  “List  of  Designated  Boston  Landmarks  in  Numerical  
Order,”  table  courtesy  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission;  Von  Hoffman  also  analyzed  the  
history  of  one  Boston  neighborhood,  Jamaica  Plain,  in  Local  Attachments:  The  Making  of  an  
American  Urban  Neighborhood,  1850-­‐‑1920  (1994).  
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creation  of  the  neighborhood.    The  authors  presented  considerably  more  
information  on  topographical  matters  than  Bunting’s  earlier  architectural  history.    
Additionally,  at  the  end  of  the  work,  they  briefly  discussed  the  decline  of  the  
neighborhood  during  the  1930s  and  its  rejuvenation  beginning  in  the  early  1960s.    
A  new  generation  of  historians  of  the  preservation  movement  and  urban  
development  brought  a  welcome  sophistication  to  the  task.    Max  Page  and  
Randall  Mason’s  Giving  Preservation  a  History:  Histories  of  Historic  Preservation  in  
the  United  States  (2004)  explored  the  origins  of  preservation  before  World  War  II  
and  largely  outside  of  New  England.    This  included  a  chapter  by  James  Lindgren  
summarizing  his  earlier,  book-­‐‑length  works.    Anthony  Wood’s  excellent  study,  
Preserving  New  York:  Winning  the  Right  to  Protect  a  City’s  Landmarks  (2007),  
carefully  chronicled  the  movement  to  enact  historic-­‐‑preservation  legislation  there  
and  is  a  close  parallel  to  what  this  dissertation  aims  to  be.    At  the  same  time,  
claims  that  New  York  is  the  “intellectual  capital”  of  the  preservation  movement  
were  clearly  overstated.    Randall  Mason,  in  The  Once  and  Future  New  York:  
Historic  Preservation  and  the  Modern  City  (2009),  delved  into  early  efforts  to  create  
a  “memory  infrastructure”  in  that  city,  demonstrating  that  the  preservation  
movement  extends  well  before  the  1963  demolition  of  Pennsylvania  Station.    
Similarly,  Andrew  Dolkart,  in  The  Row  House  Reborn:  Architecture  and  
	  	  
20 
Neighborhoods  in  New  York  City,  1908-­‐‑1929  (2009)  examined  an  early  twentieth  
century  trend  to  rehabilitate  row  houses.      
As  this  project  was  beginning,  several  new  works  addressed  urban  
renewal,  gentrification,  and  historic  preservation.    Samuel  Zipp,  in  Manhattan  
Projects:  The  Rise  and  Fall  of  Urban  Renewal  in  Cold  War  New  York  (2010),  took  a  
second  look  at  major  projects  like  Lincoln  Square  and  the  United  Nations,  setting  
those  ambitious  projects  in  the  context  of  their  times  and  concluding  that  they  
exemplified  New  York’s  ambition  to  be  a  modern  city  while  also  leaving  a  legacy  
of  problems  behind  them.    Additionally,  Suleiman  Osman  provided  an  excellent  
case  study  of  neighborhood  revitalization  in  The  Invention  of  Brownstone  Brooklyn:  
Gentrification  and  the  Search  for  Authenticity  in  Postwar  New  York  (2011),  a  work  
whose  insights  on  gentrification  and  neighborhood  change  extended  well  
beyond  its  geographic  focus.  Next  to  Anthony  Wood’s,  Osman’s  book  was  
particularly  stimulating  in  showing  what  there  is  to  learn  from  Boston.    Daniel  
Bluestone’s  Buildings,  Landscapes,  and  Memory:  Case  Studies  in  Historic  Preservation  
(2011)  discerned  a  shift  in  preservation  from  narrow,  elitist,  aesthetic  
preoccupations  to  broader,  more  democratic  social  concerns  –  to  become  a  forum  
for  practicing  “place-­‐‑centered  citizenship,”  a  characterization  with  which  many  
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of  Boston’s  preservation  activists  discussed  below  might  agree.22    The  book  
included  chapters  on  urban-­‐‑renewal  projects  in  St.  Louis  and  Chicago.    And  
Christopher  Klemek  wrote  perceptively  about  The  Transatlantic  Collapse  of  Urban  
Renewal  (2011),  analyzing  the  demise  of  this  urban-­‐‑planning  ideology  in  an  
international  context  that  included  Germany,  Britain,  Canada,  and  the  U.S.  
In  Boston,  mid-­‐‑century  architectural  planning  received  closer  
examination,  too.    Architectural  historian  Elihu  Rubin,  in  Insuring  the  City:  The  
Prudential  Center  and  the  Postwar  Urban  Landscape  (2012),  analyzed  an  important  
redevelopment  project  as  Boston  launched  its  urban  renewal  program,  thereby  
illuminating  an  entire  period  in  the  city’s  history,  including  the  larger  context  in  
which  neighborhood  preservation  took  place.  
  
Methodology  
      
While  this  study  is  fundamentally  a  work  of  history  examining  efforts  of  
urban  residents  to  conserve  the  historic  built  environment,  several  strands  of  
sociology  have  played  important  roles  in  framing  the  approach  herein.    In  
providing  an  example  and  a  method  for  studying  elite  actors  –  especially  those  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22  Daniel  M  Bluestone,  Buildings,  Landscapes,  and  Memory:  Case  Studies  in  Historic  Preservation  (New  
York:  W.  W.  Norton  &  Co.,  2011),  17.  
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on  Beacon  Hill  and  in  the  Back  Bay  –  the  work  of  E.  Digby  Baltzell  has  been  
influential.    In  the  Protestant  Establishment  and  Puritan  Boston  and  Quaker  
Philadelphia,  he  argued  forcefully  that  those  in  positions  of  wealth  and  social  
prestige  should  participate  fully  in  civil  society  for  the  public  benefit  and  be  open  
to  integrating  new  people  of  talent  into  their  ranks,  rather  than  retiring  or  
disappearing  into  bastions  of  privilege  and  associating  only  with  their  own  
kind.23    As  much  a  critic  of  the  Philadelphia  upper  class  as  an  admirer  of  
Boston’s,  he  probably  would  not  have  been  surprised  to  learn  that  in  
implementing  novel  historic  preservation  strategies  like  the  creation  of  local  
historic  districts,  Bostonians  got  there  before  Philadelphians.24    Baltzell’s  livelong  
interest  in  the  different  attitudes  toward  leadership  and  achievement  of  the  
grande  bourgeoisie  is  notable.25  
Another  strand,  urban  sociology,  though  quite  different,  is  no  less  
important  in  this  study  of  Boston,  stretching  back  more  than  a  century  to  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
23  E.  Digby  Baltzell,  The  Protestant  Establishment:  Aristocracy  &  Caste  in  America  (New  York:  
Random  House,  1964)  and  Puritan  Boston  and  Quaker  Philadelphia:  Two  Protestant  Ethics  and  the  
Spirit  of  Class  Authority  and  Leadership  (New  York:  Free  Press,  1979).  
24  While  the  Philadelphia  Historical  Commission  was  established  in  1955,  it  was  not  authorized  to  
designate  districts  until  1986.  Emily  T.  Cooperman  and  Cory  Kegerise,  Historic  Districts  in  
Philadelphia:  An  Assessment  of  Existing  Information  and  Recommendations  for  Future  Action  
(Philadelphia:  Cultural  Resource  Consulting  Group,  2007),  25-­‐‑26.  
25  Another  sociologist  who  also  studied  the  class  solidarity  of  an  influential  cohort  of  the  Boston  
upper  class  was  Betty  G.  Farrell.    See  her  Elite  Families:  Class  and  Power  in  Nineteenth-­‐‑Century  
Boston  (Albany:  State  University  of  New  York  Press,  1993)  
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document  tenement-­‐‑house  and  slum  districts,  often  with  the  aim  of  ameliorating  
conditions  there.    While  the  literature  on  New  York  is  particularly  extensive,  due  
to  the  size  of  that  metropolis  and  the  nature  of  its  social  problems,  writers  in  
Boston  studied  lodging  houses  in  the  South  End,  the  immigrant  district  of  the  
West  End,  and  other  aspects  of  its  raucous  life.26  
Perhaps  most  importantly,  sociologists  have  an  ample  tradition  of  
analyzing  social  movements  and  the  various  factors,  especially  organizational,  
which  nurture  them.  Scholars  employing  a  resource-­‐‑mobilization  model  examine  
how  social-­‐‑movement  organizations  (SMOs)  acquire  resources  and  organize  
them  –  and  how  they  interact  with  other  like-­‐‑minded  groups,  with  those  
opposed  to  them,  and  with  those  persons  in  authority  whom  organizations  hope  
to  influence.27    The  pro-­‐‑life  and  pro-­‐‑choice  as  well  as  the  anti-­‐‑  and  pro-­‐‑nuclear  
movements,  for  example,  are  well  studied  and  furnish  near-­‐‑contemporaneous  
parallels  to  the  historic  preservation  movement  under  study  here.28    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
26  Albert  Benedict  Wolfe,  The  Lodging  House  Problem  in  Boston  (Boston  and  New  York:  Houghton,  
Mifflin,  and  Co.,  1906)  and  Herbert  J.  Gans,  The  Urban  Villagers:  Group  and  Class  in  the  Life  of  
Italian-­‐‑Americans  (New  York:  Free  Press  of  Glencoe,  1962).  
27  Mayer  N.  Zald  and  John  D.  McCarthy  provide  a  summary  of  the  relevant  literature  in  their  
essay,  “Resource  Mobilization  and  Social  Movement:  A  Partial  Theory,”  in  Zald  and  McCarthy,  
Social  Movements  in  an  Organizational  Society,  1994,  15-­‐‑42.  
28  See  John  D.  McCarthy,  “Pro-­‐‑Life  and  Pro-­‐‑Choice  Mobilization:  Infrastructure  Deficits  and  New  
Technology,”  and  Bert  Useem  and  Mayer  N.  Zald,  “From  Pressure  Group  to  Social  Movement:  
Efforts  to  Promote  Use  of  Nuclear  Power,”  both  in  Zald  and  McCarthy,  Social  Movements  in  an  
Organizational  Society,  49-­‐‑66,  273-­‐‑288.  
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Consequently,  this  dissertation  borrows  from  social-­‐‑movement  theory  generally  
and  from  resource-­‐‑mobilization  theory  in  particular  to  help  frame  and  structure  
the  inquiry  and  to  suggest  questions  and  approaches.    These  fields  provide  a  
nomenclature  helpful  in  describing  social  movement  organizations,  adherents,  
constituents,  beneficiaries,  opponents,  and  the  “bystander  public.”    They  also  
furnish  a  set  of  hypotheses  concerning  the  relationship  of  resources  to  the  success  
of  a  social  movement.  
In  more  recent  studies,  scholars  of  social  movements  have  turned  from  a  
broadly  organizational  approach  to  a  more  specifically  individualized  one.29    
Understanding  that  people  compose  organizations  –  and  some  people  choose  to  
participate  in  organized  social  movements  while  others  do  not  –  these  scholars  of  
“micro-­‐‑mobilization”  take  it  as  a  given  that  individuals  are  not  interchangeable  
and  that  social  movements  do  not  necessarily  operate  by  impartial  natural  laws  
of  resource  mobilization  as  applied  to  organizations.30    By  examining  class,  
ethnicity,  race,  gender,  sexual  orientation,  and  other  significant  identifying  
characteristics,  scholars  are  searching  for  a  social  psychology  of  social  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
29  For  a  summary  of  these  developments,  see  Carol  McClurg  Mueller,  “Building  Social  Movement  
Theory,”  in  Morris  and  Mueller,  Frontiers  in  Social  Movement  Theory,  3-­‐‑25.  
30  For  a  critique  of  the  earlier,  unitary  model  of  human  motivation  that  undergirded  resource  
mobilization  theory,  see  Myra  Marx  Ferree,  “The  Political  Context  of  Rationality:  Rational  Choice  




movements  that  does  not  overly  privilege  organizations.31    The  individual  actor  
and  his  or  her  identity  are  increasingly  recognized  as  being  important  factors  in  
social  movements.    Consequently,  this  dissertation  is  a  close-­‐‑grained  study  of  
diverse  persons  who  engage  with  organizational  structures  to  effect  social  
change.      
Place  –  and  its  connection  with  identity  –  is  also  an  important  theme,  
particularly  since  urban  neighborhoods  often  inspire  strong  connections  of  
residents  to  the  built  environment  in  which  they  live.    Psychologists  have  shown  
increasing  interest  in  the  attachments  that  people  form  to  particular  locales.    A  
landmark  study  of  Boston’s  West  End  residents  displaced  by  the  redevelopment  
of  their  neighborhood  saw  similarities  to  the  kinds  of  grief  and  loss  experienced  
by  those  who  were  mourning  the  death  of  a  close  friend  or  family  member.32    
Subsequent  scholars  have  expanded  on  this  theme  to  examine  case  studies  
raising  questions  of  who  belongs  and  who  does  not,  who  has  a  “natural”  claim  to  
a  particular  territory  and  who  does  not,  and  what  happens  when  people  from  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
31  William  A.  Gamson  explores  this  in  “The  Social  Psychology  of  Collective  Action,”  in  Morris  
and  Mueller,  Frontiers  in  Social  Movement  Theory,  53-­‐‑76.  
32  Marc  Fried,  “Grieving  for  a  Lost  Home,”  in  Leonard  J.  Duhl  and  John  Powell,  eds.,  The  Urban  
Condition:  People  and  Policy  in  the  Metropolis,  167-­‐‑170.  
	  	  
26 
one  place  find  themselves  in  another.33    While  typically  seen  in  national,  
international,  and  multicultural  contexts,  these  are  also  issues  that  are  familiar  to  
debates  about  neighborhood  planning,  redevelopment,  displacement,  and  
historic  preservation.    Scholars  have  also  studied  activists,  to  determine  how  they  
help  construct  these  collective  identities,  employ  communications  techniques  to  
form  “frames”  that  structure  and  give  context  to  their  arguments,  and  
strategically  deploy  particular  messages.34    Consequently,  this  dissertation  




Several  types  of  sources  have  been  essential.    By  far  the  most  important  
were  records  generated  by  various  city  offices  and  now  housed  at  the  Boston  city  
archives  in  West  Roxbury.    Petitions  for  designation,  studies  for  potential  historic  
districts,  transcripts  of  public  hearings,  minutes  of  various  boards  like  the  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  internal  memoranda  among  departmental  staff,  letters  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
33  Nick  Hopkins  and  John  Dixon,  “Space  Place,  and  Identity:  Issues  for  Political  Psychology,”  
Political  Psychology,  177-­‐‑183.  
34  See  David  A.  Snow  and  Robert  D.  Bedford,  “Master  Frames  and  Cycles  of  Protest,”  Debra  
Friedman  and  Doug  McAdam,  “Collective  Identity  and  Activism:  Networks,  Choices,  and  the  
Life  of  a  Social  Movement,”  and  Sidney  Tarrow,  “Mentalities,  Political  Cultures,  and  Collective  
Action  Frames:  Constructing  Meaning  Through  Action,”  all  in  Morris  and  Mueller,  Frontiers  in  
Social  Movement  Theory,  133-­‐‑155,  156-­‐‑173,  and  174-­‐‑202,  respectively.  
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from  the  public,  and  notes  and  lists  made  by  staff  members  for  their  own  use  
proved  a  rich  treasure-­‐‑trove  of  information  that  helped  animate  this  study,  
illuminating  who  thought  what  and  when.    Next  in  importance  were  newspaper  
reports.    Boston’s  fourth  estate  and  its  reading  public  ensured  a  fulsome  
discussion  in  the  press  of  most  of  the  issues  discussed  here.    Boston’s  paper-­‐‑of-­‐‑
record,  the  Boston  Globe,  proved  most  helpful,  though  smaller  papers  also  
revealed  important  insights.    Additionally,  telephone  conversations,  electronic-­‐‑
mail  correspondence,  and  in-­‐‑person  meetings  with  persons  who  lived  in  the  
neighborhoods  and  witnessed  or  participated  in  the  designation  efforts  under  
study  fleshed  out  the  written  record.    Finally,  state  records  were  also  consulted,  
including  legislative  records  at  the  State  Library  on  Beacon  Hill  and  the  




The  work  below  is  divided  into  four  chapters.    The  first  chapter,  “Historic  
Districting  and  the  First  Phase  of  Urban  Renewal:  Beacon  Hill,  1953-­‐‑1963,”  
focuses  on  Boston’s  use  of  historic-­‐‑district  designation  to  preserve  the  
nineteenth-­‐‑century  residential  neighborhood  of  Beacon  Hill.    It  discusses  Boston  
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generally  during  the  mid-­‐‑twentieth  century,  including  Boston’s  declining  
economic  position  through  the  1930s  and  40s,  its  strained  political  culture  during  
the  same  period,  especially  during  the  mayoralties  of  James  Michael  Curley  and  
John  B.  Hynes,  and  its  complex  social,  ethnic,  racial,  and  religious  structure  
composed  of  Yankees,  blacks,  Irish,  and  Italians;  Protestants,  Catholics,  and  Jews;  
and  downtown  business  interests,  working-­‐‑class  urban  neighborhoods,  and  
white-­‐‑collar  suburban  enclaves  on  the  periphery.    It  also  discusses  changing  
political  life  in  the  city,  too,  noting  changes  in  leadership  –  reform  mayor  John  
Hynes  was  elected  in  1949  and  served  for  a  decade  –  that  brought  an  eagerness  to  
pursue  federal  urban  renewal  projects.    The  chapter  examines  the  West  End  as  a  
test  case  for  these  new  policies  and  the  subsequent  transformation  of  that  area.    
With  this  background,  the  chapter  analyzes  the  embracing  of  historic-­‐‑district  
designation  by  most  Beacon  Hill  residents  in  1955  as  a  way  to  safeguard  their  
neighborhood  in  the  context  of  the  unprecedented  change  of  their  time.    The  
strategy  and  tactics  of  neighborhood  activists  form  part  of  this  analysis,  
including  the  leadership  shown  by  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association.    The  
campaign  to  enact  the  law  is  explored,  along  with  its  implementation.    In  
subsequent  years,  the  efforts  to  expand  the  district  onto  the  “flat  of  the  hill”  in  
1958  and  the  North  Slope  in  1963  are  also  examined.    Finally,  an  important  case,  
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involving  the  developers  Bullerjahn  Associates  and  testing  the  efficacy  of  the  law  
in  preventing  demolition,  is  explored.    Themes  such  as  the  ideology  of  
obsolescence  and  progress;  the  position  and  identity  of  the  district’s  advocates  in  
terms  of  class,  ethnicity,  and  race;  the  consensus  culture  of  the  1950s;  and  
suburbanization  and  the  presumed  decline  of  the  city  in  a  suburban  age  play  
important  roles  in  this  chapter.  
The  second  chapter,  “‘Please  Leave  Commonwealth  Avenue  Alone’:    The  
Battle  For  the  Back  Bay,  1962-­‐‑1967,”  examines  the  push  to  expand  the  jurisdiction  
of  historic  district  legislation  into  the  Back  Bay.    Built  during  the  second  half  of  
the  nineteenth  century,  the  neighborhood  rapidly  became  one  of  the  most  
prestigious  in  the  city.    However,  during  decades  following  the  1920s,  the  area  
declined,  though  by  midcentury,  events  signaled  a  potential  reversal  of  fortunes.    
The  chapter  discusses  how  residents  formed  the  Neighborhood  Association  of  
the  Back  Bay  in  1955,  to  help  retain  neighborhood  identity,  enhance  its  economic  
prospects,  and  improve  the  quality  of  life  there.    Additionally,  it  examines  how  
the  Mayor  John  Collins  and  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  were  pushing  
an  agenda  of  urban  renewal,  especially  for  the  rail  yards  immediately  south  of  
the  Back  Bay.    To  facilitate  this,  planners  changed  the  height  restriction  to  allow  
for  the  development  of  a  “high  spine”  of  tall  buildings  between  the  Back  Bay  and  
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the  South  End.    While  many  in  the  Back  Bay  were  not  opposed  to  erecting  
commercial  towers  in  this  area  (now  called  the  Prudential  Center),  since  it  
occupied  a  disused  industrial  site,  controversy  erupted  around  a  proposed  high-­‐‑
rise  at  the  corner  of  Commonwealth  Avenue  and  Clarendon  Street.    This  threat  –  
at  the  heart  of  the  neighborhood  and  not  on  the  periphery  –  aroused  fears  of  tall,  
out-­‐‑of-­‐‑scale  development  amid  the  existing  nineteenth-­‐‑century  building  stock.    
The  chapter  discusses  the  embracing  of  an  historic-­‐‑district  strategy  during  the  
early  1960s,  the  submission  of  legislation,  the  initial  objection  by  the  city  council,  
and  the  subsequent  designation  of  the  Back  Bay  Architectural  District  in  1966.    
The  evolving  social  and  economic  position  of  the  neighborhood  is  also  explored,  
along  with  the  growing  awareness  of  local  architectural  history,  the  practice  of  
survey  and  inventory  methods,  and  the  timely  publication  of  important  scholarly  
works.  
The  third  chapter,  “Toward  a  Citywide  Strategy:  The  Creation  of  the  
Boston  Landmarks  Commission  and  the  Devolution  of  Historic-­‐‑District  
Designation,”  focuses  on  the  shift,  during  the  mayoralty  of  Kevin  White,  toward  
a  more  comprehensive  approach  through  the  passage  of  a  municipal  historic  
preservation  law  and  the  appointment  of  a  public  board  to  oversee  it.    The  first  
part  of  the  chapter  discusses  the  campaign  to  create  the  Commission,  including  
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both  those  in  favor  of  the  new  law  and  those  who  opposed  it  and  who  fought  for  
exemptions  to  its  powers.    This  portion  also  discusses  the  appointment  of  the  
first  members  to  the  new  Commission  and  its  initial  organization  and  staffing.    
Next,  the  chapter  looks  at  two  early  efforts  to  designate  historic  districts  under  
the  new  citywide  landmarks  law.    The  first  case  study  focuses  on  the  Ashmont  
Hill  section  of  Dorchester,  a  late-­‐‑nineteenth-­‐‑century  streetcar  suburb  that  saw  
increasing  historic  preservation  efforts  throughout  the  1970s.    This  
transformation  seemingly  culminated  in  the  1977  effort  by  a  neighborhood  
association  for  historical  designation.    Yet  strong  opposition  arose  to  fight  the  
listing,  prompting  some  spirited  but  ultimately  ineffectual  rebuttals  of  the  
original  activists,  as  the  designation  effort  ultimately  ended  in  failure.    A  second  
case  study  of  early  historic-­‐‑district  designation  under  the  BLC  explores  the  more  
successful  1979  effort  to  designate  the  late  nineteenth  and  early  twentieth  century  
West  Back  Bay/Bay  State  Road  area.    The  strained  relations  between  
neighborhood  residents  and  Boston  University  and  the  hopes  of  these  different  
constituencies  in  the  neighborhood  is  explored.    The  evolving  context  of  the  
neighborhood  is  also  investigated,  as  the  area  gradually  shifted  from  a  distinct  
residential  neighborhood  to  district  dominated  by  student  housing.  
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The  fourth  chapter,  “Historic  Districting  and  the  Rediscovery  of  Urban  
Life:  St.  Botolph,  Bay  Village,  and  the  South  End,”  explores  the  successful  
designation  of  three  adjacent  historic  districts  during  the  early  1980s,  as  large  
areas  of  the  city  both  experienced  and  resisted  change.    The  St.  Botolph  Street  
area,  Bay  Village,  and  the  South  End,  each  areas  of  nineteenth-­‐‑century  
rowhouses,  had  been  experiencing  several  decades  of  significant  changes  during  
the  mid  twentieth  century.    Major  stressors  of  these  neighborhoods  included  the  
successful  building  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Extension,  widening  the  gap  
between  Bay  Village  and  the  South  End,  and  the  aborted  effort  to  construct  a  
Southwest  Expressway  to  carry  I-­‐‑95.    Finding  itself  isolated  between  railroad  
tracks,  two  busy  avenues,  and  a  threatening  development  at  Copley  Place,  a  
neighborhood  organization  in  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  successfully  lobbied  for  
the  district’s  designation  in  1981.    Meanwhile,  Bay  Village  was  rediscovered  as  a  
“poor  man’s  Beacon  Hill,”  and  residents  there,  including  members  of  a  visible  
gay  community,  engaged  in  a  sometimes  contested  dialogue  with  the  Boston  
Redevelopment  Authority  and  an  ethnic  Chinese  mutual-­‐‑aid  society  over  
projected  affordable  housing  in  the  area.    Activists  petitioned  the  city  for  historic-­‐‑
district  designation,  which  was  granted  in  1983.    Finally,  the  significant  
designation  of  the  South  End  as  Boston’s  largest  and  most  diverse  historic  district  
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is  analyzed.    Built  as  a  fashionable  residential  neighborhood  in  the  mid-­‐‑
nineteenth  century,  it  was  originally  intended  to  compete  with  the  attractions  of  
Beacon  Hill.    Yet  within  decades  a  far  more  heterogeneous  character  was  
developing  there.    Immigrants,  African  Americans,  and  working-­‐‑class  laborers  
living  in  boarding  houses  moved  in.    By  the  mid  twentieth  century,  Hispanics,  
gays,  gentrifiers,  and  other  groups,  some  exemplifying  a  back-­‐‑to-­‐‑the-­‐‑city  
movement,  added  to  the  diversity  of  the  neighborhood.  These  varied  
populations,  shifting  demographics,  and  articulate  minority  groups  form  
important  parts  of  this  topic.    This  chapter  brings  into  relief  a  host  of  changes  
apparent  from  when  Boston  designated  its  first  historic  district  –  changes  in  the  
economic  character  of  the  city,  changes  in  its  political  culture,  changes  in  the  
nature  of  the  middle  class,  and  changes  in  the  goals,  strategies,  and  tactics  of  
neighborhood  activists.  
The  dissertation  ends  with  a  reflection  on  the  post  World  War  II  historic-­‐‑
district  movement  as  exemplified  by  Boston’s  experience,  considered  as  a  
product  of  its  time,  a  movement  that  arose  in  a  particular  place  under  specific  
conditions  to  address  certain  concerns  –  all  of  which  were  subject  to  change.    
Also  included  is  an  analysis  of  historic-­‐‑districting  as  a  social  movement  –  with  
special  attention  paid  to  who  supported  it  and  who  opposed  it,  by  class,  ethnicity  
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and  religion,  race,  gender,  and  sexual  orientation.    Finally,  the  role  of  
organizations  and  individuals  in  mobilizing  resources  for  the  cause  is  also  
discussed.  





This  dissertation  contributes  to  the  histories  of  preservation  planning  and  
urban  renewal,  looking  beyond  the  origins  of  historic-­‐‑district  formation  in  the  
prewar  South  to  consider  it  in  radically  different,  Northern,  urban  conditions.    In  
the  crucible  of  the  postwar  American  city,  residents  resisted  authorities  whose  
approaches  to  reversing  urban  decline  did  not  serve  inhabitants’  interests.    In  the  
process,  citizens  pushed  for  local  powers  enabling  them  to  vet  change,  
significantly  altering  the  balance  of  power  –confronting  and  reinventing  urban  
renewal.  
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1.  Historic  Districting  and  the  First  Phase  of  Urban  Renewal:  Beacon  Hill,  1953-­‐‑
1963  
  
   In  January  1955,  in  a  smoke-­‐‑filled  committee  room  in  Charles  Bulfinch’s  
historic  State  House  on  Beacon  Hill  in  Boston,  approximately  five  hundred  
citizens  crowded  in  to  observe  and  participate  in  deliberations  concerning  a  
landmark  piece  of  legislation,  then  under  preliminary  consideration  by  the  Joint  
Legislative  Committee  on  Cities.    On  the  docket  was  a  bill  to  designate  the  
Beacon  Hill  neighborhood  –  that  area  just  outside  the  doors  of  the  building  in  
which  the  committee  was  meeting  –  as  an  historic  district.    Many  attendees  made  
the  short  walk  from  their  homes  to  the  seat  of  state  government  and  
subsequently  took  turns  awaiting  their  chance  to  express  their  views  on  this  
“Beacon  Hill  Bill.”    Only  one  attendee  spoke  against  it.    The  Committee,  
convinced  by  the  crowd,  if  not  by  their  constituents’  earlier  advocacy  efforts,  
recommended  that  the  bill  be  forwarded  to  the  full  Massachusetts  General  Court  
or  state  legislature  for  approval,  where  it  won  adoption  in  July  (figure  1.1).35  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
35  “Beacon  Hill  Backs  Law  to  Preserve  Its  Façade,”  New  York  Times,  Feb.  1,  1955,  10;  Moying  Li-­‐‑
Marcus,  Beacon  Hill:  The  Life  &  Times  of  a  Neighborhood  (Boston:  Northeastern  University  Press,  
2002),  108-­‐‑109.    Compared  to  subsequent  historic  districts  in  Boston,  whose  creation  generated  
voluminous  papers  now  in  the  City  of  Boston  Archives,  the  Beacon  Hill  effort,  directed  entirely  at  
the  Commonwealth,  left  far  fewer  primary  documents  behind.    Consequently,  this  account  leans  
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   Why  did  so  many  people  attend  this  meeting?    Of  what  kind  of  movement  
was  this  event  a  part?    Why  is  this  significant  now?    To  answer  these  questions,  it  
is  necessary  to  begin  with  some  history  –  of  Boston  and  Beacon  Hill,  of  the  rise  of  
the  preservation  instinct  in  the  city  during  the  nineteenth  century,  of  the  
Progressive  era,  and  of  urban  renewal.      
Founded  in  1630,  Boston  began  on  the  Shawmut  peninsula  -­‐‑-­‐‑  a  piece  of  
land  that  was  nearly  an  island  and  was  only  connected  to  the  mainland  by  a  
narrow  strip  of  land  that  went  under  water  at  high  tide  (figure  1.2).    The  city  
grew  rapidly  as  a  result  of  the  Great  Migration  (1629-­‐‑1640)  of  Puritans,  becoming  
the  largest  city  in  the  English  North  American  colonies  during  the  seventeenth  
century.    By  the  early  eighteenth  century,  the  city  began  to  take  on  a  new  
elegance,  as  rich  merchants  prospered.36    During  the  1730s,  one  of  this  cohort,  
Thomas  Hancock,  built  a  granite  mansion  on  a  large  parcel  of  land  on  the  South  
Slope  of  Beacon  Hill  overlooking  the  Common.    Meanwhile,  the  North  Slope  
developed  as  a  district  of  small,  modest  houses  for  African  Americans.    But  much  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
more  heavily  on  contemporaneous  press  reports,  authoritative  secondary  publications,  and  a  few  
public  records.  
36  Thomas  O’Connor  provides  an  authoritative  and  accessible  history  in  The  Hub:  Boston  Past  and  
Present  (Boston:  Northeastern  University  Press,  2001).    For  colonial  history,  see  especially  Book  
One  of  that  work,  “Cradle  of  Liberty.”  
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of  Beacon  Hill  –  actually  three  hills  known  as  the  Tri-­‐‑Mountain  –  was  
undeveloped,  with  only  a  signal  at  its  highest  summit  giving  the  hill  its  name.      
After  the  American  Revolution,  Bostonians  seeking  additional  building  
sites  on  the  peninsula  turned  to  the  remaining  land  on  Beacon  Hill.    During  the  
1790s,  leveling  operations  began  to  make  room  for  the  new  State  House  next  to  
the  Hancock  mansion.    Additionally,  a  group  of  entrepreneurs  formed  a  
partnership,  the  Mount  Vernon  Proprietors,  to  subdivide  and  build  upon  the  
remainder  of  the  South  Slope  with  the  hopes  of  making  it  into  a  stylish  
neighborhood.    Some  of  the  Proprietors,  such  as  the  politician  Harrison  Gray  
Otis,  built  handsome  mansions  to  help  set  an  example  of  what  could  be  done.    
Parallel  with  this  elite  development,  the  North  Slope  stabilized  as  a  significant  
neighborhood  for  African  Americans.37    An  African  Meeting  House,  a  school  for  
African  Americans,  and  other  buildings  in  the  vicinity  served  this  population.    
As  a  result  of  these  groups,  Beacon  Hill  emerged  as  an  important  neighborhood  
during  the  first  half  of  the  nineteenth  century,  and  much  of  its  most  celebrated  
architecture  dates  from  this  period.38  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
37  Jeffrey  Klee,  “Civic  Order  on  Beacon  Hill,”  Buildings  &  Landscapes:  Journal  of  the  Vernacular  
Architecture  Forum  15  (Fall  2008),  43-­‐‑57.  
38  For  the  history  of  the  planning  and  development  of  Beacon  Hill,  see  Walter  Muir  Whitehill,  
Boston:  A  Topographical  History  (Cambridge:  Harvard  University  Press,  1959),  60-­‐‑64;  Harold  and  
James  Kirker,  Bulfinch’s  Boston,  1787-­‐‑1811  (New  York:  Oxford  University  Press,  1964),  142-­‐‑164;  
	  	  
39 
Beacon  Hill,  now  considered  one  of  the  most  historic  neighborhoods  of  
Boston,  is  not  by  any  means  its  oldest.    The  area  rose  in  the  context  of  a  city  that  
was  already  two  centuries  old.    Early  settlement  clustered  along  Washington  
Street,  State  Street,  the  North  End,  and  the  West  End.    The  last  neighborhood  
directly  abutted  Beacon  Hill  at  Cambridge  Street.    Indeed,  much  of  the  North  
Slope  of  Beacon  Hill  oriented  itself  toward  that  thoroughfare.    Meanwhile,  the  
South  Slope  –  the  area  developed  from  scratch  by  the  Mount  Vernon  Proprietors  
–  gravitated  to  the  new  Charles  Street,  made  possible  by  the  filling  in  of  an  
irregular  shoreline  using  earth  from  the  top  of  the  Tri-­‐‑Mountain  (figure  1.3).39  
By  the  mid-­‐‑nineteenth  century,  considerable  change  was  afoot  in  Boston.    
Additional  filling  was  also  taking  place  in  the  Back  Bay,  and  over  the  course  of  
several  decades  a  new  neighborhood  of  elaborate  Victorian  townhouses  was  
rising.    The  city  was  taking  on  a  more  industrial  character,  as  merchant  shipping  
faded  in  importance  while  manufacturing  came  to  occupy  a  central  place  in  the  
economy.    Older  residential  areas  were  losing  their  luster  as  comfortable  and  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Lawrence  W.  Kennedy,  Planning  the  City  Upon  a  Hill:  Boston  Since  1630  (Amherst:  University  of  
Massachusetts  Press,  1992),  30-­‐‑34;  Michael  Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times”:  Origins  of  
Preservation  and  Planning  in  America  (Baltimore:  Johns  Hopkins  University  Press,  1998),  20;  Li-­‐‑
Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  3-­‐‑18;  Keith  N.  Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts:  Metropolitan  Boston  
(Charlottesville:  University  of  Virginia  Press,  2009),  100-­‐‑101.  
39  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  14;  William  A.  Newman  and  Wilfred  E.  Holton,  Boston’s  Back  Bay:  The  
Story  of  America’s  Greatest  Nineteenth-­‐‑Century  Landfill  Project  (Boston:  Northeastern  University  
Press,  2006),  20-­‐‑22;  Nancy  S.  Seasholes,  Gaining  Ground:  A  History  of  Landmaking  in  Boston  
(Cambridge:  MIT  Press,  2003),  134-­‐‑146.  
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quiet  places  to  live,  and  many  established  families  took  advantage  of  the  new  
construction  in  Back  Bay  and  in  the  South  End  to  buy  homes  with  twenty-­‐‑year  
restrictive  covenants  mandating  residential  use,  which  would  ensure  –  at  least  
for  a  while  –  the  stability  and  peace  of  the  neighborhood.40    Beacon  Hill  was  not  
immune  from  these  shifts.    Though  newer  and  less  commercial  than  other  parts  
of  the  city,  Beacon  Hill  (like  other  neighborhoods)  had  no  zoning  to  protect  
residents  from  incompatible  uses  near  their  homes.    Fashion  also  clearly  played  a  
part,  as  rich  families  flocked  to  the  new  neighborhoods  and  built  ornate  
churches,  public  buildings,  and  squares.41  
Boston’s  –  and  Beacon  Hill’s  –  first  preservation  controversy  dates  to  this  
period.    In  1859,  the  heirs  of  John  Hancock  offered  the  family  house  for  sale  to  
the  Commonwealth  (figure  1.4).    While  the  governor  recommended  that  it  serve  
as  an  official  governor’s  mansion,  the  legislature  balked  at  the  idea.    After  four  
years,  the  family  sold  the  land  to  private  interests  while  offering  the  house  and  
its  contents  as  a  gift  to  the  City  –  provided  that  it  be  moved  offsite.    The  City  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
40  Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”  65-­‐‑83;  note  also  that  Edward  Bellamy  portrays  the  
protagonist  of  his  novel,  Looking  Backward  (1888)  as  grappling  with  change  in  Boston,  living  in  a  
noisy,  unfashionable  quarter  and  awaiting  the  completion  of  construction  of  his  new  house.  
41  Bainbridge  Bunting,  Houses  of  Boston’s  Back  Bay:  An  Architectural  History,  1840-­‐‑1917  (Cambridge:  
Harvard  University  Press,  1967),  passim.;  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  23-­‐‑25;  Mona  Domosh,  Invented  
Cities:  The  Creation  of  Landscape  in  Nineteenth-­‐‑Century  New  York  and  Boston  (New  Haven:  Yale  
University  Press,  1996),  99-­‐‑126;  Newman  and  Holton,  Boston’s  Back  Bay,  passim;  Seasholes,  
Gaining  Ground,  152-­‐‑206.  
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Council  explored  the  idea  but  lost  heart  when  faced  with  the  costs  of  relocation.    
Protestors  printed  posters  and  appealed  for  the  preservation  of  what  some  
considered  the  finest  house  in  New  England,  but  to  no  avail  (figure  1.5).    The  
house  was  torn  down.42  
During  the  post-­‐‑Civil  War  period,  the  population  of  Boston  continued  to  
fan  out  in  previously  less  developed  areas  (figure  1.6).    Roxbury,  West  Roxbury,  
Dorchester,  Brookline,  Newton,  Cambridge,  and  Somerville,  among  other  
communities,  saw  rapid  growth,  as  householders  sought  to  fulfill  a  dream  of  
quiet  domesticity  in  rural  surroundings.  To  facilitate  this,  street  railways  –  first  
horse-­‐‑drawn,  later  electrified  –  provided  a  way  to  commute  to  and  from  Boston’s  
central  business  district.43  
In  light  of  these  trends,  it  is  not  surprising  that  1870  to  1900  marked  the  
first  decline  in  Beacon  Hill’s  history  as  a  neighborhood.    Many  of  the  old  
Brahmin  families  on  the  South  Slope  followed  fashion  in  moving  to  the  Back  Bay  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
42  Charles  B.  Hosmer,  Jr.,  Presence  of  the  Past:  A  History  of  the  Preservation  Movement  in  the  United  
States  Before  Williamsburg  (New  York:  G.  P.  Putnam’s  Sons,  1965,  38-­‐‑40;  Holleran,  Boston’s  
“Changeful  Times,”  91-­‐‑94;  Jane  Holtz  Kay,  Lost  Boston  (Amherst  and  Boston:  University  of  
Massachusetts  Press,  2006),  56-­‐‑57;  Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts,  31.  
43  Sam  Bass  Warner,  Jr.,  Streetcar  Suburbs:  The  Process  of  Growth  in  Boston,  1870-­‐‑1900;  (Cambridge:  
Harvard  University  Press,  1978),  21-­‐‑29;  Douglass  Shand-­‐‑Tucci,  Built  in  Boston:  City  and  Suburb,  




or  the  South  End  when  new  houses  in  those  areas  first  became  available.44    Then  
African  Americans  on  the  North  Slope  followed  suit  after  1895,  when  state  
Democrats  redistricted  the  hitherto  secure  black  Republican  seat  in  the  state  
legislature  out  of  existence.    This  prompted  a  migration  to  the  South  End,  which  
even  at  that  time  white  residents  were  abandoning  to  move  further  out.    At  the  
same  time,  the  demographics  of  Beacon  Hill  reflected  the  ethnic  diversity  of  
contemporaneous  immigration.    Jews  turned  the  old  African  meetinghouse  into  a  
synagogue.    Irish  immigrants,  long  a  presence  in  the  area,  were  supplemented  by  
other  groups.    To  accommodate  the  changed  economic  realities,  many  single-­‐‑
family  houses  were  turned  into  boarding  houses,  often  run  by  women.    At  this  
time,  Beacon  Hill  acquired  a  reputation  for  being  Bohemian,  as  artists  and  others  
moved  into  the  area.    Young  architect  Ralph  Adams  Cram  and  photographer  
Fred  Holland  Day  were  representative  of  this  aspect  of  Beacon  Hill’s  evolution.45  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
44  The  use  of  the  term  Brahmin  to  describe  the  traditional  upper  class  of  Boston  is  generally  
credited  to  Oliver  Wendell  Holmes,  who  wrote  of  a  young  Bostonian  in  the  novel  Elsie  Venner:  
“He  comes  from  the  Brahmin  caste  of  New  England.    This  is  the  harmless,  inoffensive,  untitled  
aristocracy.”    Holmes  went  on  to  describe  this  class’s  “houses  by  Bulfinch,  their  monopoly  of  
Beacon  Street,  their  ancestral  portraits  and  Chinese  porcelains,  humanitarianism,  Unitarian  faith  
in  the  march  of  the  mind,  Yankee  shrewdness,  and  New  England  exclusiveness.”    Quoted  in  
O’Connor,  The  Hub,  87.    Elie  Venner  was  published  in  1861.    “Elsie  Venner,”  Oxford  Companion  to  
American  Literature  (New  York:  Oxford  University  Press,  1965),  255.  
45  Thomas  H.  O’Connor,  The  Hub:  Boston  Past  and  Present  (Boston:  Northeastern  University  Press,  
2001),  231-­‐‑233;  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  39-­‐‑41;  Douglas  Shand-­‐‑Tucci,  Boston  Bohemia,  1881-­‐‑1900:  
Ralph  Adams  Cram:  Life  and  Architecture  (Amherst:  University  of  Massachusetts  Press,  1995),  3.  
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During  the  1890s,  Massachusetts  and  Boston  opened  a  new  chapter  in  
regulating  the  built  environment  by  enacting  height  restrictions,  the  first  in  the  
United  States  (figure  1.7).    The  Commonwealth  instituted  a  statewide  limit  of  125  
feet  in  1891;  in  the  city  the  concern  was  with  protecting  Back  Bay  and  Beacon  
Hill.    In  the  latter  case,  the  dome  of  the  State  House  was  such  a  significant  
emblem  that  lawmakers  sought  to  ensure  that  it  remain  the  highest  landmark  in  
the  skyline.    The  legislature  debated  various  formulae  to  accomplish  this  goal,  
adopting  in  1899  a  seventy-­‐‑foot  restriction  on  west  side  of  the  State  House  and  in  
1901,  a  one-­‐‑hundred  foot  limitation  on  the  east.    These  measures  represent  
significant  steps  in  enlisting  the  police  power  of  government  to  achieve  a  
measure  of  control  over  the  construction  of  buildings.46  
By  the  early  twentieth  century,  Beacon  Hill  began  to  experience  something  
of  a  renaissance.    Neighborhood  boosters  successfully  harnessed  the  increasing  
prosperity,  especially  during  the  1920s,  to  market  the  area  as  a  viable  downtown,  
residential  quarter.47  Real  estate  men  such  as  William  Codman  and  his  son  John  
touted  the  area’s  architecture  and  convenience,  rehabilitating  old  buildings  and  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
46  Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”  165-­‐‑193;  Morgan,  Buildings  of  Boston,  33.  
47  Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,  262-­‐‑263;  “The  Regeneration  of  Beacon  Hill:  How  Boston  
Goes  About  Civic  Improvement,”  Craftsman  16,  no.  1  (April  1909),  92-­‐‑95.    A  similar  trend  took  
place  in  New  York  City  as  well,  especially  in  Gramercy  Park,  the  East  Side,  and  Greenwich  
Village.    Andrew  Dolkart,  The  Row  House  Reborn:  Architecture  and  Neighborhoods  in  New  York  City,  
1908-­‐‑1929  (Baltimore:  The  Johns  Hopkins  University  Press,  2009),  passim.    Dolkart  also  notes  
rehabilitation  activities  on  Beacon  Hill,  13-­‐‑14,  180-­‐‑183.  
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erecting  new  ones  compatible  with  the  existing  fabric.48    Architects  like  Frank  A.  
Bourne  gave  material  form  to  this  impulse,  typically  employing  Georgian  and  
Federal  stylistic  elements  to  evoke  the  precedent  set  by  Charles  Bulfinch  over  a  
century  earlier.49    Significantly,  these  efforts  challenged  prevailing  ideas  of  the  
inevitability  of  neighborhood  decline.    But  there  were  no  legal  constraints  on  
demolition  or  the  design  of  new  construction.    At  this  stage,  neighborhood  
preservation  and  rehabilitation  took  place  on  a  voluntary  and  cooperative  basis.    
As  an  informal  forum  for  this  and  other  matters,  the  Beacon  Hill  Association,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
48  William  Codman  already  had  a  real  estate  firm  on  State  Street  –  one  started  by  his  father  –  
when  in  1923  he  opened  a  branch  office  on  Charles  St.  on  Beacon  Hill.    His  son  John  was  born  in  
Brookline  and  was  educated  at  St.  Paul’s  School  and  at  Harvard.    John  joined  his  father’s  firm  in  
1922  and  was  attached  to  the  Beacon  Hill  office  for  over  half  a  century.    “From  1934  to  1946  he  
commuted  from  Hingham  .  .  .  Then  he  settled  in  a  little  old  house  at  74  ½  Pinckney  St.,  known  in  
the  neighborhood  as  the  ‘hidden  house.’”    His  memorial  service  was  held  at  King’s  Chapel  
(Unitarian),  and  he  was  buried  at  Forest  Hills  Cemetery.  Information  about  markers  of  identity  –  
family  background,  education,  occupation,  domicile,  religious  affiliation  –  follow  for  other  
persons  when  available.    Edgar  J.  Driscoll,  Jr.,  “John  Codman,  90;  led  Beacon  Hill  preservation  
effort,”  Boston  Globe,  March  28,  1989,  13;  on  74  ½  Pinckney  St.,  see  A.  McVoy  McIntyre,  Beacon  Hill:  
A  Walking  Tour  (Boston:  Little,  Brown,  1975),  89-­‐‑90.    The  Codman  Company,  “Boston’s  oldest  
privately  held  real  estate  firm,”  merged  in  2008  with  Newmark  Knight  Frank,  ceasing  to  exist  
under  its  former  name.    Boston  Business  Journal,  “Codman  merges  with  Newmark  Knight  Frank,”  
Jan.  28,  2008,  n.p.  
49  Frank  Augustus  Bourne  was  born  in  Bangor,  Maine,  and  educated  at  the  University  of  Maine  
and  MIT.    His  Charles  River  Square  (1910)  is  a  notable  example  of  new  design  in  a  Beacon  Hill  
context.    When  Charles  St.  was  widened  in  1920,  he  helped  move  –  and  hence  save  –  the  historic  
Charles  Street  Meetinghouse.    He  and  his  wife  Gertrude  lived  in  the  “Sunflower  House”  at  130  
Mount  Vernon  St.  ,  “F.  A.  Bourne  Dead;  Boston  Architect,”  New  York  Times,  Feb.  16,  1936;  
Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”  263;  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  52-­‐‑54.  Morgan,  Buildings  of  
Massachusetts,  117-­‐‑119;  McIntyre,  Beacon  Hill,  45.      
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founded  1922,  played  an  important  role.50    Both  William  Codman  and  his  son  
John  served,  over  the  course  of  several  decades,  on  the  board  of  this  
organization,  which  concerned  itself  with  community  issues  and  “good  
government,”  very  much  in  the  Progressive  tradition  of  the  time.51      
One  issue  in  particular  brought  Beacon  Hill  residents  together.    During  
the  1920s,  the  City  attempted  to  replace  the  neighborhood’s  brick  sidewalks  with  
more  modern  materials,  thus  igniting  a  “battle  of  the  bricks.”    After  protestors  
obstructed  the  work  and  otherwise  dogged  City  officials  and  employees,  the  City  
called  off  the  proposed  work.    Additionally,  Beacon  Hill  residents  were  involved  
in  the  drafting  and  implementation  of  Boston’s  first  zoning  law  in  1924,  an  act  
that  planning  historian  Michael  Holleran  described  as  having  “an  avowedly  
preservationist  rationale,”  since  its  purview  included  the  historic  downtown,  
unlike  contemporaneous  laws  in  other  cities  that  only  applied  to  new  suburbs.52  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
50  In  the  spring  of  1922,  Marian  Nichols  of  55  Mount  Vernon  St.  hosted  a  neighborhood  meeting  
at  her  home,  at  which  it  was  decided  that  a  permanent  civic  organization  concerned  with  Beacon  
Hill  ought  to  be  created.    The  Beacon  Hill  Association  was  founded  by  the  end  of  the  year,  and  
Nichols  became  its  first  secretary.    Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  54.  
51  Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”  265;  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  51-­‐‑52;  Edgar  J.  Driscoll,  Jr.,  
“John  Codman,  90;  led  Beacon  Hill  preservation  effort,”  Boston  Globe,  March  28,  1989,  13;  for  more  
on  the  connection  between  Progressivism  and  1920s  historic  preservation,  see  James  Lindgren,  
Preserving  Historic  New  England:  Preservation,  Progressivism,  and  the  Remaking  of  Memory  (New  York:  
Oxford  University  Press,  1995).  
52  Holleran,  “Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”  264;  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  45-­‐‑47.  
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During  the  1930s,  Boston’s  slide  into  the  Great  Depression  marked  a  
setback  for  this  neighborhood  renaissance.    With  the  onset  of  World  War  II  came  
a  return  in  general  prosperity,  although  the  national  involvement  in  that  conflict  
clearly  took  priority.    By  the  late  1940s,  however,  local  issues  again  returned  to  
the  fore.    The  City  decided  that  it  would  try  again  to  replace  Beacon  Hill’s  
sidewalks;  as  before,  residents  rose  up  in  protest,  drawing  considerable  attention  
to  the  cause  (figure  1.8).    The  New  York  Times  characterized  the  conflict  in  
humorous  tones,  playing  on  the  presumed  upper-­‐‑class  background  of  the  
residents  as  well  as  the  fact  that  most  of  the  protesters  were  women.53    In  one  
historian’s  assessment,  the  practice  of  “mocking  protesters  as  ‘little  old  ladies  in  
tennis  shoes’”  was  all-­‐‑too-­‐‑typical  of  male  commentators  on  neighborhood  
controversies  of  the  time.54    Nevertheless,  Boston’s  rough-­‐‑and-­‐‑tumble  Irish  
Catholic  mayor,  James  Michael  Curley,  conceded  defeat  in  May  1947.    “Let  them  
have  bricks,”  he  reportedly  quipped,  paraphrasing  the  condescension  attributed  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
53  Frank  L.  Kluckhorn,  “Beacon  Hill  Wins  the  Battle  of  the  Brick  Sidewalks,”  New  York  Times,  May  
18,  1947.  
54  Dolores  Hayden,  Building  Suburbia:  Greenfields  and  Urban  Growth,  1820-­‐‑1900  (New  York:  
Pantheon  Books,  2003),  167;  for  the  role  of  women  in  historic  preservation,  see  Barbara  J.  Howe,  
“Women  in  Historic  Preservation:  The  Legacy  of  Ann  Pamela  Cunningham,”  The  Public  Historian  
12,  no.  1  (Winter  1990),  31-­‐‑61,  and  Daniel  Bluestone,  “Academics  in  Tennis  Shoes:  Historic  




to  Marie  Antoinette  a  century  and  a  half  earlier.    Thus  concluded  the  “second  
battle  of  the  bricks.”55  
But  the  matter  was  not  resolved.    A  few  years  later  –  during  the  mayoralty  
of  Curley’s  successor,  John  B.  Hynes  –  Public  Works  Commissioner  George  G.  
Hyland  began  a  project  to  replace  brick  sidewalks  on  Beacon  Hill  with  
granolithic  paving.    One  of  the  city  councilors,  John  E.  Yerxa,  representing  the  
Back  Bay  and  Beacon  Hill,  intervened,  persuading  his  fellow  councilors  to  issue  a  
stay.56    At  the  same  time,  Hyland  received  a  petition  bearing  the  signatures  of  
Sarah  Watters  of  60  Pinckney  St.  and  fifty-­‐‑nine  of  her  neighbors,  asking  him  to  
resume  installing  new  sidewalks  in  their  section  of  the  Hill.    In  response,  Yerxa  
recommended  that  the  City  provide  property  owners  60-­‐‑day  notices  before  going  
forward  with  further  sidewalk  replacement.  If  a  majority  of  owners  respond  
within  50  days  opposing  the  work,  the  City  should  leave  that  portion  of  the  street  
alone.    This  was  certainly  a  highly  localized  solution.57  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
55  Alison  Arnold,  “Battle  of  the  Bricks,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  19,  1975;  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  91-­‐‑95.  
56  John  Eliot  Yerxa  was  born  in  Boston,  attended  private  schools,  graduated  from  Harvard,  and  
entered  business,  rising  to  become  president  of  the  Boston  Stock  Exchange  by  1940.    After  service  
in  World  War  II,  he  entered  politics,  serving  in  the  City  Council  from  1948  to  1952.  “Business,  
Civic  Leader  John  Eliot  Yerxa,  63,  Dedham  Rites  Monday,”  Boston  Globe,  June  24,  1967,  2  
57  “Beacon  Hill  Divided  in  Renewed  Battle  Over  Sidewalks,”  Boston  Globe,  Sept.  11,  1951,  1.    The  
battle  for  Beacon  Hill’s  brick  sidewalks  continues.    In  order  to  comply  with  the  Americans  with  
Disabilities  Act,  the  City  has  proposed  cutting  curbs,  removing  bricks,  and  installing  more  than  
250  concrete  ramps  at  intersections  throughout  Beacon  Hill.    Neighborhood  preservationists  
argue  that  granite  would  be  a  more  historically  appropriate  material  than  concrete.    The  City  
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But  far  beyond  neighborhood  squabbles  on  Pinckney  St.,  larger  changes  
were  stirring  that  would  greatly  affect  life  in  old  Boston.    Massive  road-­‐‑building  
projects  would  transform  how  people  moved  around  the  metropolitan  area  
(figure  1.9).    In  1950,  the  Commonwealth  began  exercising  its  powers  of  eminent  
domain  in  the  North  End  to  launch  construction  of  an  elevated  Central  Artery  
through  the  city.    Planned  two  decades  earlier,  it  was  deferred  because  of  the  
Depression.    It  promised  to  remove  cars  from  clogged  downtown  streets  and  to  
speed  up  traffic.  Protests  erupted  in  the  North  End,  but  to  no  avail.    In  
Chinatown,  the  project  displaced  hundreds  of  families.    When  it  was  completed  
in  1959,  however,  motorists  found  it  to  be  already  obsolete,  as  clogged  and  slow  
as  streets  had  been  beforehand.58    Meanwhile,  on  the  outskirts  of  the  city,  
William  F.  Callahan,  an  energetic  and  powerful  transportation  engineer,  took  up  
in  1949  another  project  conceived  in  earlier  decades:  a  Circumferential  Highway  
or  ring-­‐‑road,  circling  Boston  from  the  North  Shore,  through  the  western  suburbs,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
contends  that  granite  would  be  too  expensive.    In  August  2014,  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association  
filed  a  lawsuit  against  the  City  to  prevent  the  work  as  proposed.    David  Abel  and  Travis  
Andersen,  “Beacon  Hill  group  aims  to  stop  disabled  ramps,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  13,  2014.    The  
following  year,  a  Superior  Court  judge  delayed  implementation  of  the  City’s  plan  until  the  State  
performs  a  review.    Megan  E.  Irons,  “Beacon  Hill  wins  delay  on  installation  of  sidewalk  ramps,”  
Boston  Globe,  June  29,  2015.  
58  The  elevated  highway  was  later  taken  down  and  replaced  by  a  tunnel,  as  part  of  Boston’s  “Big  
Dig”  project.  Thomas  H.  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston:  Politics  and  Urban  Renewal,  1950  to  1970  
(Boston:  Northeastern  University  Press,  1993),  82-­‐‑86;  Elihu  Rubin,  Insuring  the  City:  The  Prudential  
Center  and  the  Postwar  Urban  Landscape  (New  Haven:  Yale  University  Press,  2012),  102;  Kennedy,  
Planning  the  City  Upon  a  Hill,  138-­‐‑139;  167.  
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to  the  South  Shore  –  Route  128  (now  I-­‐‑95).    Crews  had  begun  work  on  the  road  in  
1936,  but  it  stalled  on  account  of  World  War  II.    Now  the  time  was  ripe  to  finish  
it.  The  expressway  opened  in  phases  through  the  1950s.59    Next,  Callahan  moved  
on  in  1952  to  lead  the  newly  created  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority,  which  
floated  bonds  two  years  later  to  finance  the  construction  of  a  123-­‐‑mile  highway  
from  western  Massachusetts  to  Route  128.    It  opened  in  1957.    These  projects  
largely  date  well  ahead  of  the  Interstate  Highway  Act  of  1956  that  brought  this  
kind  of  road  construction  to  much  of  the  nation.60      
Along  with  federally  insured  mortgages  made  available  to  returning  
World  War  II  veterans,  these  new  roads  facilitated  automobile  commuting  and  
fostered  the  further  growth  of  the  suburbs  as  a  viable  alternative  to  living  in  the  
city.    While  suburbs  themselves  were  not  new  to  metropolitan  Boston,  the  
significant  subsidy  by  state  and  federal  transportation  and  mortgage  policy  was.    
Consequently,  many  towns  beyond  the  ring  of  established  suburbs  now  saw  
extensive  subdivision  of  larger  parcels,  as  developers  built  thousands  of  houses  
to  meet  the  demand  of  young  families  settling  down.    In  this  respect,  the  Boston  
area  participated  in  the  trend  toward  so-­‐‑called  “sit-­‐‑com  suburbs,”  made  famous  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
59  Rubin,  Insuring  the  City,  101-­‐‑102,  
60  In  1962,  Callahan  launched  a  three-­‐‑year  construction  project  to  extend  the  Turnpike  twelve  
miles  into  downtown  Boston.    Rubin,  Insuring  the  City,  145-­‐‑147;  165.  
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by  such  contemporaneous  television  shows  as  Ozzie  and  Harriet,  Leave  it  to  Beaver,  
and  Father  Knows  Best.    Added  to  this,  the  Massachusetts  Institute  of  
Technology’s  Lincoln  Labs  in  Lexington  lured  scientists  and  other  professionals  
not  only  to  live  in  the  suburbs  but  to  work  there  as  well.    Indeed,  in  the  decades  
following  World  War  II,  the  Route  128  corridor  became  a  significant  locus  of  
high-­‐‑tech  companies,  resulting  in  a  shifting  of  the  center  of  metropolitan  Boston’s  
population  westward.61      
By  1956,  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  of  New  England  Antiquities  
acknowledged  these  trends  in  their  journal  Old-­‐‑Time  New  England,  remarking  on  
“[a]mbitious  plans  which  call  for  the  modernization  of  existing  roads  and  
construction  of  new  superhighways,  the  diversification  and  spread  of  industry  
into  rural  areas,  [and]  the  vast  increase  in  housing  necessary  in  rapidly  growing  
communities.”    In  this  context,  those  residents  and  property  owners  who  chose  
to  stay  in  city  neighborhoods  like  Beacon  Hill  diverged  from  the  increasingly  
dominant,  postwar  paradigm.62  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
61  Rubin,  Insuring  the  City,148;  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  19,  72-­‐‑73;  Claire  Dempsey,  class  
lecture,  New  England  Cultural  Landscapes,  Boston  University,  April  26,  2010;  for  “sitcom  
suburbs,”  see  Hayden,  Building  Suburbia,  especially  chapter  seven.  
62  Society  for  the  Preservation  of  New  England  Antiquities,  “Area  Preservation  and  the  Beacon  
Hill  Bill,”  Old-­‐‑Time  New  England  XLVI:  4  (Spring  1956),  108.  
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Meanwhile,  back  in  the  city,  the  role  of  government  in  the  built  
environment  increased  dramatically  beginning  in  1950.    As  if  releasing  pent-­‐‑up  
desire  for  new  construction  held  back  by  the  Depression  and  World  War  II,  the  
City,  led  by  its  new  mayor,  John  B.  Hynes,  moved  to  redevelop  large  swaths  of  
the  cityscape.    The  planning  board  promulgated  a  General  Plan  for  Boston  in  1950,  
calling  for  redevelopment  of  twenty  percent  of  the  city’s  land  area  –  2,700  acres  –  
over  the  next  25  years.63    In  particular,  the  General  Plan  encouraged  politicians  
and  planners  to  take  advantage  of  new  federal  incentives  promised  by  the  
Housing  Act  of  1949  and  to  target  the  West  End  –  just  across  Cambridge  Street  
from  Beacon  Hill  –  as  an  example  of  what  large-­‐‑scale  publicly  funded  urban  
renewal  could  do  (figure  1.10).64    At  this  time,  the  area  was  home  to  significant  
working-­‐‑class  ethnic  populations,  such  as  Italians,  Poles,  and  Jews,  living  in  
close-­‐‑knit  communities,  whose  members  saw  each  other  frequently  on  the  street,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
63  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  75-­‐‑76;  Kennedy,  Planning  the  City  Upon  a  Hill,  159.  
64  Boston  (Mass.)  City  Planning  Board,  General  Plan  for  Boston:  Preliminary  Report,  December  1950  
(Boston,  1950),  42-­‐‑42.    The  Plan  also  called  for  redevelopment  of  significant  areas  of  the  South  
End,  Charlestown,  the  North  End,  East  Boston,  South  Boston,  and  Roxbury.    Areas  not  identified  
as  in  need  of  redevelopment  included  Beacon  Hill,  the  Back  Bay,  West  Back  Bay,  Bay  Village,  St.  
Botolph  Street,  the  Boston  and  Albany  rail  yards,  Downtown,  the  Fenway,  and  West  Roxbury.    
Plan  1,  Boston  (Mass.)  City  Planning  Board,  General  Plan  for  Boston:  Preliminary  Report,  Dec.  1950  
(Boston,  1950),  opposite  26.    The  chairman  of  the  Planning  Board  at  the  time  was  Thomas  F.  
McDonough,  a  native  of  South  Boston  who  was  educated  in  Boston  public  schools,  the  Boston  
Architectural  Center,  and  Harvard  University’s  Graduate  School  of  Design.    He  practiced  
architecture  with  Maginnis  and  Walsh,  noted  designers  of  Catholic  churches,  before  opening  his  
own  office  at  140  Boylston  St.  in  the  theater  district.    He  served  as  chair  of  the  Planning  Board  




in  shops,  and  at  worship.65    Public  statements  in  favor  of  redeveloping  the  
neighborhood  spoke  in  terms  of  replacing  dilapidation,  blight,  and  slums  with  
modernity,  cleanliness,  and  prosperity.66    The  area,  it  was  noted,  consisted  of  
many  poorly  maintained  buildings  out  of  conformity  with  modern  standards  of  
sanitation  and  other  amenities.67    Of  course,  one  must  read  these  statements  
carefully  and  critically:  Much  of  the  city  –  including  Beacon  Hill  –  contained  
hundreds  of  buildings  similar  in  age,  size,  and  other  features.    Yet  the  West  End  
proved  to  be  particularly  vulnerable.    In  April  1953,  Mayor  Hynes  announced  a  
plan  for  the  Boston  Housing  Authority  to  use  powers  of  eminent  domain  to  
acquire  most  of  the  West  End  and  tear  down  682  of  739  buildings.    Rehabilitation  
of  these  structures  to  bring  them  up  to  modern  standards  was  not  considered;  
“slum  clearance”  –  i.e.,  demolition  –  was  deemed  the  most  effective  strategy.    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
65  For  a  detailed  study  of  the  community  life  of  one  ethnic  group  in  the  West  End,  see  Herbert  J.  
Gans,  The  Urban  Villagers:  Group  and  Class  in  the  Life  of  Italian-­‐‑Americans  (New  York:  Free  Press  of  
Glencoe,  1962).      
66  Robert  Hanron,  “West  End  Project  Could  Be  Spark  to  Revitalize  Boston,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  20,  
1959,  A  14.  
67  According  to  the  earlier  Housing  Act  of  1937,  a  “slum”  was  “any  area  where  dwellings  
predominate  which  by  reason  of  dilapidation,  overcrowding,  faulty  arrangement  and  design,  
lack  of  ventilation,  light  or  sanitary  facilities,  or  any  combination  of  these  factors,  are  detrimental  
to  safety,  health,  or  morals.”    Quoted  in  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  66,  and  Rubin,  Insuring  
the  City,  81.  
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Those  living  there  were  promised  housing  in  the  redeveloped  area  when  it  was  
complete;  but  that  proved  to  be  cold  comfort.68      
Beacon  Hill  residents  watched  all  these  proceedings  carefully.    One  of  
them,  Joseph  Lee,  was  staunchly  opposed  to  demolishing  the  West  End  and  
provided  financial  support  to  an  emerging  Committee  to  Save  the  West  End.69    
This  nascent  organization  rented  an  office,  obtained  legal  counsel,  and  sued  to  
prevent  the  redevelopment.    Only  a  small  number  of  West  Enders,  however,  
joined  this  effort,  as  they  were  poorly  informed  on  city  plans  for  their  
neighborhood,  unaware  of  the  intricate  approvals  processes,  and  skeptical  that  
the  project  would  even  take  place.    Additionally,  their  legal  arguments  proved  
unpersuasive  in  court.70    The  demolition  of  West  End  went  on,  vividly  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
68  And  false.    Civic  leaders  specifically  intended  the  West  End  to  be  redeveloped  with  luxury  
apartments  for  the  upper  middle  class.    Affordable  housing  for  the  working  class  was  never  in  
the  plan.    Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  103;  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  122-­‐‑140;  Kennedy,  
Planning  the  City  Upon  a  Hill,  153,  159-­‐‑160;  Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts,  38,  95;  Rubin,  
Insuring  the  City,  83-­‐‑84.  See  also  Sean  M.  Fisher  and  Carolyn  Hughes,  The  Last  Tenement:  
Confronting  Community  and  Urban  Renewal  in  Boston’s  West  End  (Boston:  Bostonian  Society,  1992).  
69  “Lee  to  Press  Fight  Against  West  End  Plan,”  Boston  Globe,  April  2,  1957,  23.    Joseph  Lee  “was  
born  in  Boston,  the  grandson  of  a  founder  of  the  Boston  banking  firm  of  Lee,  Higginson  &Co.”    
He  was  educated  at  Harvard  College  and  the  University  of  Texas.    “[A]n  outspoken,  
independently  wealthy  Brahmin,”  he  “was  elected  to  10  terms  on  the  Boston  School  Committee.”    
“Of  urban  renewal,  which  had  leveled  his  beloved  West  End  in  the  1950s,  he  declared:  ‘The  entire  
concept  is  based  on  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  in  reverse.  Blasted  be  the  poor,  for  theirs  is  the  
kingdom  of  nothing.  Blasted  be  they  that  mourn,  for  they  shall  be  discomforted.  Blasted  be  the  
meek,  for  they  shall  be  kicked  off  the  earth.’”    His  memorial  service  was  held  at  King’s  Chapel  
(Unitarian).    Edgar  J.  Driscoll,  Jr.,  “Joseph  Lee,  90;  elected  10  times  to  the  Boston  School  
Committee,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  8,  1991,  31.  
70  Gans,  Urban  Villagers,  325-­‐‑327,  332-­‐‑335.  
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demonstrating  to  Lee  and  others  how  a  powerful  government  could  utterly  
transform  –  indeed,  destroy  –  a  neighborhood  with  very  little  community  
involvement  or  support.      
Another  Beacon  Hill  resident,  realtor  John  Codman,  considered  the  
implications  of  the  West  End  for  his  own  neighborhood  and  took  a  different  
approach.      Since  1946,  he  had  been  living  in  an  early  nineteenth  century  house  at  
74  ½  Pinckney  Street,  called  the  “hidden  house”  because  it  was  not  readily  
visible  from  the  public  right  of  way  (figure  1.11).71    In  April  1953  he  read  an  
intriguing  article  in  National  Geographic  magazine,  profiling  the  Georgetown  area  
of  Washington,  DC,  which  had  successfully  lobbied  Congress  to  establish  and  
designate  an  historic  district.    (Congress’s  approval  was  necessary  in  that  case  
because  the  District  of  Columbia  is  not  a  state.)72    Believing  that  similar  
protections  might  be  good  for  Beacon  Hill,  he  contacted  the  author  of  the  article  
as  well  as  representatives  from  other  historic  districts.    The  assumption  was  that  
“a  neighborhood  with  valued  historical  roots  could  be  deliberately  and  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
71  “From  1934  to  1946  he  commuted  from  Hingham  .  .  .  Then  he  settled  in  a  little  old  house  at  74  ½  
Pinckney  St.,  known  in  the  neighborhood  as  the  ‘hidden  house.’”    Edgar  J.  Driscoll,  Jr.,  “John  
Codman,  90;  led  Beacon  Hill  preservation  effort,”  Boston  Globe,  March  28,  1989,  13;  on  74  ½  
Pinckney  St.,  see  McIntyre,  Beacon  Hill,  89-­‐‑90.      




permanently  protected  from  becoming  a  slum.”73    The  Society  for  the  
Preservation  of  New  England  Antiquities  put  it  more  starkly,  noting,  “Business  
men  and  small  retail  merchants  .  .  .  have  come  to  realize  in  many  cases  that  
business  improves  as  the  neighborhood  improves  in  appearance.”74      
Accordingly,  in  1954  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association  engaged  Carl  
Weinhardt  and  Henry  Millon  to  conduct  an  architectural  survey  of  the  
neighborhood  and  to  map  its  historic  resources.75    For  strategic  reasons,  the  
Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association  decided  to  focus  the  designation  effort  on  the  
South  Slope,  “since  many  believed  that  including  the  North  Slope  and  the  Flat  .  .  
.  could  increase  resistance  and  controversy.”76    Whether  they  feared  opposition  
from  residents  or  landlords  is  an  open  question.    In  any  event,  they  committed  
themselves  to  this  approach  when  their  allies  in  the  legislature,  John  E.  Yerxa  and  
James  C.  Bayley,  submitted  a  bill  to  the  Massachusetts  General  Court  in  January  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
73  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  107.  
74  SPNEA,  “Area  Preservation  and  the  Beacon  Hill  Bill,  108.  
75  Henry  Millon  was  educated  at  Tulane  and  Harvard  Universities,  studying  architecture  and  art  
history.    Later,  he  would  teach  at  MIT.    Dictionary  of  Art  Historians,  
http://www.dictionaryofarthistorians.org/millonh.htm,  accessed  May  21,  2014;  Carl  J.  Weinhardt,  
Jr.,  “The  Domestic  Architecture  of  Beacon  Hill,  1800-­‐‑1850,”  The  Proceedings  of  the  Bostonian  Society  
Annual  Meeting  1958  (Boston:  The  Bostonian  Society,  1973);  Henry  Millon,  “A  Plea  to  Save  70-­‐‑72  
Mt.  Vernon,”  Boston  Globe,  May  12,  1963,  A  61.  
76  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  107.  
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1955  to  designate  the  South  Slope.77    As  noted  at  the  beginning  of  this  chapter,  
the  Committee  on  Cities  that  initially  took  up  the  bill  saw  strong  support.    A  lone  
dissenter,  L.  J.  Briggs  of  72  Pinckney  Street,  expressed  concern  “that  the  bill  
conceivably  might  prevent  some  religious  group  from  erecting  an  edifice  not  
conforming  to  the  .  .  .  standards  of  Beacon  Hill,”  but  he  apparently  found  few  
allies.  The  Committee  on  Cities  endorsed  the  bill.78  
At  the  same  time,  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association  and  the  Society  for  the  
Preservation  of  New  England  Antiquities  cosponsored  a  public  forum  held  in  the  
neighborhood  at  the  historic  Charles  Street  Meetinghouse  (figure  1.12).    The  
roster  of  panelists  included  Helen  Duprey  Bullock  of  the  National  Trust  for  
Historic  Preservation;79  Mary  K.  Fitzgerald,  chair  of  the  Boston  School  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
77  Massachusetts.  Petition-­‐‑House,  Legislative  Packets,  Boston:  Massachusetts  Archives,  1955.    
Both  legislators  lived  nearby  in  historic  areas.    Yerxa’s  home  at  81  Beacon  St.  was  between  
Arlington  and  Charles  Streets,  facing  the  Boston  Public  Garden,  in  an  area  known  as  the  “flat  of  
the  Hill.”    Bayley’s  residence  was  at  199  Marlborough  St.  (near  the  corner  of  Exeter  St.),  in  the  
heart  of  the  Back  Bay.    Both  men  were  Boston-­‐‑born,  Harvard-­‐‑educated  Republicans,  who  had  
served  in  the  City  Council.    Rep.  Yerxa  was  an  Episcopalian  stockbroker  (and  later  state  senator).    
Bayley  was  a  lawyer  and  a  member  of  Old  South  Church  who  was  buried  at  Mt.  Auburn  
Cemetery.    “Business,  Civic  Leader  John  Eliot  Yerxa,  63,  Dedham  Rites  Monday,”  Boston  Globe,  
June  24,  1967,  2;  “James  C.  Bayley,  70,  served  in  government,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  4,  1979,  41.  
78  Briggs’s  address  is  on  Beacon  Hill,  on  the  edge  but  still  within  the  area  proposed  for  an  historic  
district,  near  Louisburg  Square.    Briggs’s  comment  would  anticipate  a  controversy  eight  years  
later  when  the  Church  of  the  New  Jerusalem  unveiled  plans  to  build  a  155-­‐‑foot  tower  at  132-­‐‑140  
Bowdoin  St.,  just  outside  the  historic  district.    “Beacon  Hill  Backs  Law  To  Preserve  Its  Façade,”  
New  York  Times,  Feb.  1,  1955,  10;  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Skyscraper  Church  for  Beacon  Hill?”  Boston  
Globe,  June  7,  1963,  1.  
79  Helen  Duprey  Bullock  was  educated  at  the  University  of  California,  Berkeley.    She  “work[ed]  
as  an  archivist  in  Colonial  Williamsburg  in  the  1920s  and  30s,  catalogu[ed]  Thomas  Jefferson’s  
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Committee;80  Joseph  W.  Lund,  chair  of  the  Boston  Citizens  Council;81  John  W.  
Ames,  Jr.,  a  former  president  of  the  Boston  Society  of  Architects;82  and  Sidney  N.  
Shurcliff,  vice-­‐‑president  of  the  American  Society  of  Landscape  Architects.83    
Edward  A.  Weeks,  Jr.,  editor  of  the  Atlantic  Monthly  served  as  moderator.84      
The  authors  of  the  proposed  law  carefully  articulated  its  legislative  intent:  
“to  promote  the  educational,  cultural,  economic  and  general  welfare  of  the  public  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
papers  at  the  University  of  Virginia  and  the  Library  of  Congress  in  the  1940s,  [and]  serv[ed]  as  a  
historical  architectural  specialist  and  information  officer  at  the  National  Trust  for  Historic  
Preservation  in  the  1950s,  60s,  and  70s.”    She  also  became  a  noted  historian  of  American  
foodways,  [w]idely  regarded  as  the  nation’s  leading  authority  on  open-­‐‑hearth  cooking.”    Robert  
McG.  Thomas,  Jr.,  “Helen  Duprey  Bullock,  historian,  is  dead  at  90,”  New  York  Times,  Nov.  11,  
1995,  13.      
80  Mary  K.  Fitzgerald  lived  on  the  North  Slope  of  Beacon  Hill.    Her  wedding  in  1955  was  
celebrated  at  a  mass  in  South  Boston.  “Mary  K.  Fitzgerald  to  Wed  Dracut  Man  Saturday,  Sept.  17,”  
Boston  Globe,  Sept.  10,1955,  3.      
81  Joseph  W.  Lund  was  born  in  Boston  and  educated  at  the  Newton  Country  Day  School,  Philips  
Andover  Academy,  and  Harvard  College.    He  worked  for  decades  for  the  R.  M.  Bradley  Co,  Inc.,  
“one  of  the  largest  realty  companies  in  New  England,”  eventually  becoming  its  president.    As  “a  
longtime  resident  of  West  Cedar  st.,  Beacon  Hill,”  he  was  active  in  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  
Association.    He  also  had  a  summerhouse  in  Duxbury,  where  he  served  on  the  Republican  Town  
Committee  (and  subsequently  retired).    From  1957  to  1961,  he  served  as  the  first  chair  of  the  
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority.    His  funeral  service  was  held  at  St.  John  the  Evangelist  
(Episcopal)  Church  in  Duxbury.    Edgar  J.  Driscoll,  Jr.,  “Joseph  W.  Lund,  76,  real  estate  executive,”  
Boston  Globe,  March  15,  1982,  1.      
82  John  W.  Ames,  Jr.,  was  educated  at  Harvard.    “Mr.  Ames’  [sic]  architectural  firm  designed  
many  public  and  school  buildings  including  the  University  of  Massachusetts  Museum  of  Science.    
He  maintained  Summer  [sic]  homes  at  Plum  Island  and  Mount  Desert,  Me.    Mr.  Ames  died  while  
attending  the  Harvard-­‐‑Princeton  football  game.”    At  the  time  of  his  death,  he  lived  at  2  Otis  Place,  
on  the  lower  part,  or  “flat,”  of  Beacon  Hill.    “John  W.  Ames  Jr.:  Boston  Architect,”  Boston  Globe,  
Nov.  11,  1963,  61.  
83  Sidney  N.  Shurcliff  was  born  in  Boston  and  educated  at  Noble  and  Greenough  School  and  
Harvard  University.    He  became  a  leading  American  landscape  architect,  and  the  family  firm  
(which  his  father  Arthur  A.  Shurcliff  founded)  “handled  the  restoration  of  the  grounds  of  
Williamsburg,  Va.”    Sidney  Shurcliff  “was  killed  .  .  .  when  he  plunged  five  floors  from  his  home  
on  Pinckney  st.,  Beacon  Hill.”    Edgar  J.  Driscoll,  Jr.,  “Sidney  N.  Shurcliff,  at  74;  leading  landscape  
architect,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  20,  1981,  24.  
84  “Hearing,  Panel  Tomorrow  on  Beacon  Hill  Motif,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  23,  1955,  14.    
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through  the  preservation  of  the  historic  Beacon  Hill  district,  and  to  maintain  said  
district  as  a  landmark  in  the  history  of  architecture  and  as  a  tangible  remainder  
of  old  Boston  as  it  existed  in  the  early  days  of  the  commonwealth.”85    To  
accomplish  this,  the  bill  called  for  the  designation  of  a  22-­‐‑acre  area  and  the  
establishment  of  a  five-­‐‑member  board  to  review  proposed  changes  to  buildings  
within  that  area.    The  Mayor  of  Boston  would  appoint  the  new  board,  choosing  
from  lists  of  nominees  submitted  by  the  Boston  Real  Estate  Board,  the  Boston  
Society  of  Architects,  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  of  New  England  
Antiquities,  and  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association.86    Only  the  exteriors  of  
buildings  would  be  subject  to  regulation.    Those  who  might  disagree  with  the  
new  commission  could  appeal  its  decisions  to  the  Superior  Court  –  or  face  fines  
ranging  from  $50  to  $1,000.    The  architects  of  the  new  law  made  a  concerted  
effort  to  base  it  on  sound  precedent.    Although  this  kind  of  historic  district  would  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
85  Massachusetts,  1955  Chapter  616.  An  Act  Creating  The  Historic  Beacon  Hill  District  In  The  City  Of  
Boston  And  Establishing  In  The  Building  Department  Of  Said  City  The  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  
Commission  And  Defining  Its  Powers  And  Duties  (Boston:  Secretary  of  the  Commonwealth,  1955).  
86  The  Boston  Real  Estate  Board  was  founded  in  1889,  as  the  Real  Estate  Exchange  and  Auction  
Board.    Its  name  was  changed  in  1944  to  the  form  inscribed  in  the  Beacon  Hill  Bill.    In  1960,  the  
name  was  changed  to  the  Greater  Boston  Real  Estate  Board.    Greater  Boston  Real  Estate  Board,  
“GREB  History,”  
http://www.gbreb.com/uploadedFiles/GBREB/Membership/GBREB%20History%20V2.pdf?n=282
8.  Accessed  Aug.  27,  2014.    “In  1867,  the  Boston  Society  of  Architect  (BSA)  was  first  local  chapter  
of  the  American  Institute  of  Architects.”    Keith  N.  Morgan,  ed.,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts,  28.    The  
Society  for  the  Preservation  of  New  England  Antiquities  was  founded  in  1910  by  William  Sumner  
Appleton.    Jane  Holtz  Kay  with  Pauline  Chase-­‐‑Harrell,  Preserving  New  England  (New  York:  
Pantheon  Books,  1986),  46-­‐‑47.  
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be  new  to  Massachusetts,  a  handful  of  Southern  cities  had  had  similar  laws  for  
some  time,  such  as  Charleston  (1931),  New  Orleans  (1936),  Alexandria  (1946),  
Winston-­‐‑Salem  (1948),  and  Georgetown  (1950).87    Alluding  to  Williamsburg,  John  
Codman  said,  “Many  of  our  nation’s  historic  shrines  are  reconstructions.    Here  
[on  Beacon  Hill]  we  have  an  original,  and  if  we  preserve  it,  some  Rockefeller  will  
not  have  to  come  along  a  couple  of  hundred  years  from  now  and  do  a  
reconstruction  job.”88    Advocates  cited  architectural,  historical,  literary,  and  
cultural  significance  to  buttress  their  claims  for  the  neighborhood.    Codman  also  
said  that  the  new  law  would  help  raise  property  values  and  promote  tourism.    
Finally,  during  the  summer  of  1955,  to  verify  that  the  proposed  law  could  
survive  legal  challenges,  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts  reviewed  
the  bill  and  issued  an  advisory  opinion,  affirming  its  constitutionality.89  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
87  Hosmer,  Preservation  Comes  of  Age,  240  (Charleston),  294-­‐‑295  (New  Orleans),  362  (Alexandria),  
364  (Winston-­‐‑Salem);  “Old  Georgetown  Act”  (Public  Law  808-­‐‑81st  Congress  H.R.  7670,  D.C.  
Code  5-­‐‑801,  64  Stat.  903)  
88  Leslie  Ainley,  “Historic  Beacon  Hill  Saved  by  High  Court,”  Boston  Globe,  July  10,  1955,  C1.  
89  Ibid.;  333  Mass.  783.    Additionally,  in  1954  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  in  Berman  v.  Parker  upheld  
the  use  of  the  state’s  police  power  to  enhance  the  beauty  of  the  city  (in  this  case,  Washington,  DC).    
Writing  for  the  majority,  Justice  William  O.  Douglas  wrote,  “The  concept  of  the  public  welfare  is  
broad  and  inclusive  .  .  .  The  values  it  represents  are  spiritual  as  well  as  physical,  aesthetic  as  well  
as  monetary.    It  is  within  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  determine  that  the  community  should  be  
beautiful  as  well  as  healthy,  spacious  as  well  as  clean,  well-­‐‑balanced  as  well  as  carefully  
patrolled  .  .  .  [T]here  is  nothing  in  the  Fifth  Amendment  that  stands  in  the  way.”    Berman  v.  
Parker,  348  U.S.  26  (U.S.  Supreme  Court,  1954).    For  the  impact  of  this  decision  on  historic  
preservation  law  generally,  see  John  J.  Costonis,  Icons  and  Aliens:  Law,  Aesthetics,  and  
Environmental  Change  (Urbana  and  Chicago:  University  of  Illinois,  1989.    For  the  decision’s  impact  
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Ultimately,  both  houses  of  the  legislature  adopted  the  bill,90  and  Governor  
Christian  Herter  signed  it  into  law  on  July  28.91    It  would  go  into  effect  on  
October  26.    Thomas  H.  Mahony,  chair  of  the  Beacon  Hill  Law  Committee  of  the  
Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association,  thanked  supportive  members  of  the  public  in  a  
letter  to  the  editor.92    Throughout  the  debate,  newspapers  covered  the  issue  
extensively,  often  in  favorable  terms,  as  shown  by  stories  in  the  Boston  Globe,  the  
Boston  Herald,  and  the  Christian  Science  Monitor.    Out-­‐‑of-­‐‑town  interest  also  ran  
high,  as  the  story  found  coverage  in  newspapers  from  over  half  a  dozen  states,  
including  The  New  York  Times.93  
The  campaign  for  an  historic  district  proved  an  effective  model  of  
neighborhood  organizing  that  would  appear  to  be  the  envy  of  those  undertaking  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
on  New  York,  see  Anthony  C.  Wood,  Preserving  New  York:  Winning  the  Right  to  Protect  a  City’s  
Landmarks  (New  York:  Routledge,  2008),  133-­‐‑134;    
90  “Hill  Façade  Bill  Passed  by  House,”  Boston  Globe,  July  22,  1955,  2;  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  109.  
91  Herter  was  a  Parisian-­‐‑born,  Harvard-­‐‑educated  Republican,  who  had  served  as  a  diplomat,  U.S.  
Secretary  of  Commerce,  state  legislator,  and  Congressman  before  becoming  governor.    
“Christopher  Archibald  Herter,  1895-­‐‑1967,  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  
1953-­‐‑1957,”  http://www.mass.gov/portal/government-­‐‑taxes/laws/interactive-­‐‑state-­‐‑
house/historical/governors-­‐‑of-­‐‑massachusetts/commonwealth-­‐‑of-­‐‑massachusetts-­‐‑1950-­‐‑
present/christian-­‐‑archibald-­‐‑herter-­‐‑1895-­‐‑1967.html.    Accessed  May  20,  2014.  
92  Mahony  was  a  lawyer  living  at  17A  Chestnut  St.,  on  the  South  Slope  of  Beacon  Hill.    He  was  
educated  at  Boston  Latin  School,  Harvard  College,  and  Boston  University.    He  was  also  a  Roman  
Catholic  and  an  advocate  for  world  peace.    His  funeral  mass  was  celebrated  at  St.  Joseph’s  
Church  in  the  West  End,  one  of  the  few  buildings  spared  demolition  during  the  1950s.    Thomas  H.  
Mahony,  “Beacon  Hill  Law  is  Just  a  Start,”  Boston  Globe,  Sept.  30,  1955,  16;  “Thomas  H.  Mahony,  
84,  Lawyer,  Peace  Leader,”  Boston  Globe,  July  21,  1969,  20.  
93  Moying-­‐‑Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  108;  “Beacon  Hill  Backs  Law  To  Preserve  Its  Façade,”  New  York  
Times,  Feb.  1,  1955,  10.  
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similar  efforts  today.    What  made  it  so  successful?    SPNEA  cited  several  
important  points.94    First  the  activists  had  a  coherent  message  before  going  public  
with  their  plans,  which  enabled  them  to  meet  objections  clearly  and  articulately.    
Second,  they  operated  through  and  cooperated  with  many  different  
organizations  and  experts  that  provided  them  with  advice  and  legitimacy,  
including  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association,  the  National  Trust  for  Historic  
Preservation,95  the  Society  of  Architectural  Historians,96  the  Society  of  Planning  
Officials,97  the  American  Institute  of  Planners,98  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  of  
New  England  Antiquities,  the  Harvard  Graduate  School  of  Design,  and  the  
Mayor  of  Boston  and  city  officials.    Third,  they  prepared  specific,  detailed,  and  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
94  SPNEA,  “Area  Preservation  and  the  Beacon  Hill  Bill,”  106-­‐‑110.  
95  The  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation  was  chartered  by  Congress  in  1949.    For  a  
thorough  account  of  the  founding  of  this  organization,  see  Charles  B.  Hosmer,  Jr.,  Preservation  
Comes  of  Age:  From  Williamsburg  to  the  National  Trust,  1926-­‐‑1949  (Charlottesville:  University  Press  
of  Virginia,  1981),  809-­‐‑865  (“Formation  of  the  National  Trust”).      
96  The  Society  of  Architectural  Historians  was  [f]ounded  at  Harvard  University  in  1940.”    Society  
of  Architectural  Historians,  “Mission  and  History”  http://www.sah.org/about-­‐‑sah/mission-­‐‑and-­‐‑
history.    Accessed  Aug.  27,  2014.    For  a  detail  analysis  of  the  organization  and  the  profession,  see  
Elisabeth  Blair  MacDougall,  ed.,  The  Architectural  Historian  in  America:  A  Symposium  in  Celebration  
of  the  Fiftieth  Anniversary  of  the  Founding  of  the  Society  of  Architectural  Historians  (Washington,  DC:  
National  Gallery  of  Art,  1990).      
97  The  American  Society  of  Planning  Officials  was  founded  in  1934.    American  Planning  
Association  Texas  Chapter,  “Timeline  of  American  Planning  History,”  
http://www.txplanning.org/media/files/page/Planning_History_1785_to_2000.pdf.    Accessed  Aug.  
27,  2014.  
98  The  American  Institute  of  Planners,  with  origins  in  the  1910s,  was  “the  planning  field’s  first  
professional  organization.”    In  1978,  it  merged  with  the  American  Society  of  Planning  Officials  to  
form  the  American  Planning  Association.    American  Planning  Association  Texas  Chapter,  
“Timeline  of  American  Planning  History,”  




easy-­‐‑to-­‐‑read  educational  materials  and  distributed  them  widely,  to  both  
members  of  the  public  and  politicians.    Fourth,  they  held  meetings  in  people’s  
homes  and  in  public  places  before  the  bill  was  formally  debated.    Fifth,  they  
solicited  comment  from  potential  opponents  and  took  this  feedback  into  account,  
ultimately  revising  the  bill  six  times  before  it  reached  its  final  form.    In  sum,  
these  activists  kept  ahead  of  potential  controversy,  anticipated  objections,  and  
forestalled  problems.    In  this  way,  they  got  as  many  people  on  board  with  the  
effort  as  possible.    The  integrated  strategy  of  building  support  for  the  proposal  at  
all  levels  worked.99  
In  November  1955,  Mayor  Hynes  announced  the  appointment  of  five  
members  to  the  new  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission.100    As  noted,  four  
organizations  submitted  names  of  candidates,  from  which  the  Mayor  would  
make  the  final  selections.101    Not  surprisingly,  the  Real  Estate  Board’s  successful  
nominee  was  John  Codman  (30  Charles  Street),  the  leader  behind  so  much  of  the  
designation  effort.  His  colleagues  subsequently  elected  him  chair  of  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
99  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  106-­‐‑109;  SPNEA,  “Area  Preservation  and  the  Beacon  Hill  Bill,”  106-­‐‑110;  
“Beacon  Hill  Backs  Law  To  Preserve  Its  Façade,”  New  York  Times,  Feb.  1,  1955,  10;  “Hill  Façade  
Bill  Passed  by  House,”  Boston  Globe,  July  22,  1955.  
100  “Five  Leaders  Named  to  Beacon  Hill  Preservation  Group,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  22,  1955;  
“Historic  Beacon  Hill  Preservation  Board  Sworn  in  by  Hynes,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  30,  1955.  
101  Massachusetts,  Sec.  3,  Chapter  616  of  the  Acts  of  1955.  
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commission  for  decades  to  come.102    SPNEA’s  winning  candidate  was  John  
Gardner  Greene  (6  Chestnut  St.).103    The  Boston  Society’  of  Architects  chosen  
nominee  was  Isador  Richmond  (16  Arlington  St.).104    And  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  
Association’s  winning  choice  was  Robert  E.  Minot  (9  Lime  St.).105    Additionally,  
the  new  law  allowed  the  mayor  to  make  one  at-­‐‑large  appointment,  and  Hynes  
chose  Building  Commissioner  Charles  A.  Callanan  (5  Charles  River  Square).  106  
The  first  two  meetings  in  November  and  December  were  organizational.    
At  the  first,  they  discussed  forms  and  fees,  selected  a  secretary  (a  paid  staff  
member),  and  clarified  how  their  work  would  fit  in  with  that  of  the  City’s  
Building  Department.      It  was  also  noted  that  one  of  their  members,  John  Greene,  
“will  be  leaving  for  the  South  on  December  10th  and  will  visit  three  or  four  cities  
with  similar  Commissions  and  will  talk  with  the  Chairmen  of  the  various  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
102  Codman’s  address  reported  here,  on  the  west  side  of  Charles  St.,  must  be  his  office.  
103  Greene  was  born  in  Boston  and  educated  at  Brown  and  Harvard  Universities.    During  the  
1930s,  he  was  active  in  the  effort  to  preserve  the  Charles  St.  Meetinghouse.    In  faith,  he  was  a  
Unitarian.      The  house  at  6  Chestnut  (now  the  Beacon  Hill  Friends  House)  was  an  old  family  
home.    At  the  end  of  his  life,  he  was  living  at  197  Chestnut  St.,  on  the  “flat  of  the  Hill,”  near  the  
Embankment.    “J.  G.  Greene,  Educator,  Churchman,”Boston  Globe,  June  13,  1969,  43.  
104  This  address  places  Richmond  on  the  eastern  edge  of  the  Back  Bay,  facing  the  Boston  Public  
Garden.  
105  On  the  “flat  of  the  Hill.”  
106  Also  on  the  “flat  of  the  Hill,”  near  the  Embankment.    Charles  A.  Callanan  was  educated  at  
Villanova  Preparatory  School,  Villanova  University,  and  Suffolk  University  Law  School.    “For  
three  years,  he  served  as  city  building  commissioner,  appointed  by  Mayor  Hynes.”    His  funeral  
mass  was  at  St.  Joseph’s  (Catholic)  Church  in  the  West  End.    “Chas.  A.  Callanan,  Retired  School  
Aide  Rites  Tuesday,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  26,  1962,  75.      
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Architectural  Boards  concerned.”107    At  the  Commission’s  second  meeting,  they  
discussed  educating  themselves  and  the  public  about  the  resources  they  were  
entrusted  to  protect.    They  reviewed  the  available  scholarly  publications  on  the  
subject  and  resolved  to  acquire  them.108      They  also  prepared  a  budget  request  
from  the  City  in  the  amount  of  $2,000.109  
By  the  spring  of  1956,  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  of  New  England  
Antiquities  –  headquartered  conveniently  nearby  at  141  Cambridge  Street  in  the  
historic  first  Harrison  Gray  Otis  house  –  became  more  publicly  involved,  
publishing  a  detailed  article  on  the  Beacon  Hill  effort  in  their  house  organ,  Old-­‐‑
Time  New  England.    This  organization,  long  involved  with  the  preservation  of  
small,  wooden  houses  in  the  country,  broke  with  its  past,  thoughtfully  reflecting  
on  the  benefits  of  what  it  called  “area  preservation.”    The  article  praised  the  
process  by  which  this  proposal  became  law,  describing  it  as  “an  unusually  well-­‐‑
laid  campaign  which  had  secured  virtually  complete  approval  and  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
107  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission,  Frank  Coughlin,  Secretary,  Minutes  (Boston:  City  Hall,  
1955-­‐‑1958),  Nov.  29,  1955.  
108  These  consisted  of  Allen  Chamberlain,  Beacon  Hill:  Its  Ancient  Pastures  and  Early  Mansions  
(Boston  and  New  York:  Houghton,  Mifflin  Co.,  1925),  Walter  Harrington  Kilham,  Boston  After  
Bulfinch:  An  Account  of  its  Architecture,  1800-­‐‑1900  (Cambridge:  Harvard  University  Press,  1946),  
Fiske  Kimball,  Domestic  Architecture  of  the  American  Colonies  and  of  the  Early  Republic  (New  York:  C.  
Scribner’s  Sons,  1922),  and  Talbot  Hamlin,  Greek  Revival  Architecture:  Being  an  Account  of  Important  
Trends  in  American  Architecture  and  American  Life  Prior  to  the  War  Between  the  States  (London  and  
New  York:  Oxford  University  Press,  1944).  
109  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission,  Minutes,  Dec.  6,  1955.  
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understanding  in  the  area  to  be  affected  before  the  draft  of  the  bill  was  even  
presented  to  the  Legislature.”    John  Codman  and  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  
Association  received  particular  kudos  for  their  efforts  to  explain  to  the  public  
what  historic  district  designation  was  and  why  it  would  be  good  for  the  
neighborhood.    The  organizers  also  earned  high  marks  for  their  responsiveness  
to  people’s  concerns,  at  informal  public  meetings  as  well  as  during  the  formal  
legislative  process.    All  told,  this  1956  article  shows  that  SPNEA  supported  the  
designation  effort  and  respected  those  who  brought  it  about.110      
Meanwhile,  the  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission  had  begun  
reviewing  applications  for  permission  to  work  on  buildings  at  their  third  
meeting  at  the  beginning  of  1956.    A  review  of  their  minutes  and  their  annual  
letters  to  the  Mayor  indicates  that  the  volume  of  business  was  low,  and  there  
were  few  controversies.    The  Commission  endeavored  to  formulate  a  procedure  
for  assuring  building  contractors  when  permission  was  not  required.    The  
secretary  worked  out  a  system  for  the  Commission  to  approve  minor  
applications  that  came  up  between  meetings.    The  first  few  years  show  that  the  
Commission’s  work  was  done  quietly  and  with  little  fanfare.111  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
110  SPNEA,  “Area  Preservation  and  the  Beacon  Hill  Bill,”  106-­‐‑110.  
111  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission,  Minutes,  1957.  
	  	  
66 
Perhaps  buoyed  by  this,  the  community  took  steps  in  1958  to  expand  the  
designated  district  to  include  an  area  that  had  been  left  out  of  the  original  act.    
Sybil  Holmes,  “recorder  of  the  Massachusetts  Land  Court  and  a  home-­‐‑owner  on  
lower  Chestnut  st.,”  filed  a  bill  with  the  legislature  to  extend  the  historic  
district.112    As  has  been  noted,  the  district  only  included  the  South  Slope  –  that  
area  developed  primarily  by  the  Mount  Vernon  Proprietors,  of  an  architectural  
quality  that  had  inspired  solid  agreement  for  preserving.    But  another  area  of  
interest  was  “Lower  Beacon  Hill”  or  the  “Flat  of  the  Hill”  –  actually  not  on  the  
hill  at  all  but  rather  a  land  area  created  by  fill  from  the  hill,  between  Charles  
Street  and  the  Charles  River.    It  was,  however,  very  much  a  part  of  the  Beacon  
Hill  neighborhood  that  viewed  Charles  Street  as  its  ‘Main  Street’  and  retained  
much  of  its  architectural  integrity.113  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
112  Holmes,  “the  first  woman  ever  to  serve  in  the  Massachusetts  Senate  and  the  first  to  preside  
over  it,”  held  office  in  that  body  from  1937  to  1941,  though  she  had  moved  on  to  other  roles  by  
1958,  when,  perhaps  as  a  result  of  her  stature,  she  nevertheless  was  allowed  to  submit  a  bill  to  the  
legislature.    A  legal  prodigy,  she  studied  law  privately  and  passed  the  bar  at  the  age  of  21,  “the  
youngest  woman  in  the  country  ever  to  do  so  and  the  only  woman  to  do  so  without  formal  
college  or  law  school  training.”    A  Republican  who  claimed  descent  from  one  of  the  governors  of  
Plymouth  Colony,  she  (as  state  senator)  chaired  “a  special  legislative  committee  that  probed  un-­‐‑
American  activities  in  the  Commonwealth,”  provoking  “a  furor  among  liberals.”    She  remained  
unmarried  and  lived  in  Brookline  “for  many  years.”    “Sybil  Holmes,  90,  first  woman  in  state  
Senate,”  Boston  Globe,  July  26,  1979;  “100  Residents  Favor  Bill  to  Extend  Beacon  Hill’s  ‘Historic  
Limits,’”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  27,  1958.  
113  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill;  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission,  Minutes,  Feb.  7,  1958.  
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To  assist  in  thinking  about  the  issue,  John  Codman,  who  had  made  a  tour  
of  both  the  designated  historic  district  and  Lower  Beacon  Hill  with  the  president  
of  the  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation,  presented  a  rudimentary  table  of  
buildings,  assessing  the  architectural  character  of  both  areas.    Most  structures  in  
the  existing  district  were  classified  as  “late  Georgian”  (1800-­‐‑1850),  while  
“Victorian”  (1850-­‐‑1900)  ones  predominated  on  the  Flat.    These  differences  in  
character  between  the  two  areas  of  Beacon  Hill  caused  some  concern,  prompting  
discussion  whether  two  standards  would  be  needed  to  review  proposals  for  
development.114  
The  Commission  considered  whether  or  not  to  take  a  position  on  the  
expansion  proposal.    After  some  discussion,  perhaps  understanding  the  
difference  between  a  quasi-­‐‑judicial  government  board  and  a  private,  nonprofit  
neighborhood  advocacy  organization,  they  agreed  that  it  would  be  most  sensible  
to  stay  neutral.115    At  a  public  hearing  at  the  State  House  before  the  Legislative  
Committee  on  Cities,  over  one  hundred  people  attended,  mostly  to  endorse  the  
proposal.    One  advocate,  Mrs.  Houlder  Hudgins  of  54  Brimmer  St.  said,  “We  
have  a  beautiful  section  here.    If  we  extend  the  boundaries  of  the  historic  district,  
we  will  protect  the  heart  of  the  district.”    Curiously,  one  newspaper  story  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
114  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission,  Minutes,  Feb.  7,  1958.  
115  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission,  Minutes,  Feb.  7,  1958.  
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portrayed  John  Codman  (“a  real  estate  man  who  lives  on  Pinckney  st.”)  as  
opposed  to  the  expansion  of  the  historic  district,  although  it  seems  possible  (in  
light  of  the  earlier  discussion  amongst  the  members  of  the  Beacon  Hill  
Architectural  Commission)  that  he  simply  refused  publicly  to  take  a  position  on  
the  question,  with  the  view  that  citizens  might  find  it  unseemly  and  grasping  for  
the  chairman  of  the  commission  to  push  for  an  expansion  of  its  jurisdiction.116    As  
it  turned  out,  the  enlargement  proposal  successfully  made  its  way  through  the  
legislative  process,  and  in  May  1958  the  Flat  of  the  Hill  joined  the  Beacon  Hill  
Historic  District  with  strong  neighborhood  support.117    Meanwhile,  across  
Cambridge  Street,  West  End  residents  received  notices  of  eviction  from  the  City,  
informing  them  that  the  planned  urban  renewal  would  be  going  forward.118  
In  this  context,  the  forces  of  preservation  and  change  were  headed  toward  
a  showdown.    By  the  early  1960s,  Boston’s  new  Mayor,  John  F.  Collins  was  
moving  quickly  to  accelerate  the  West  End  project  and  to  redevelop  completely  
the  Scollay  Square  area  to  create  a  new  Government  Center  of  federal,  state,  and  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
116  “100  Residents  Favor  Bill  to  Extend  Beacon  Hill’s  ‘Historic  Limits,’”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  27,  1958;  
Houlder  Hudgins’s  obituary  mentions  his  wife,  Vallie  Katrin  (Olson)  and  reports  his  home  as  64  
(not  54)  Brimmer  St.    His  funeral  service  was  at  Trinity  [Episcopal]  Church  in  Copley  Square.    
Mrs.  Hudgins  obituary  has  not  been  found.  “MIT’s  Houlder  Hudgins,  Management  Expert,  64,”  
Boston  Globe,  July  22,  1963.  
117  Massachusetts,  1958  Chap.  0315.  An  Act  Extending  The  Historic  Beacon  Hill  District  In  The  
City  Of  Boston;  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  116.  
118  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  105.  
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city  office  buildings.    Collins  appointed  an  Historical  Conservation  Committee  in  
1961,  charged  with  the  task  of  identifying  important  buildings  and  areas  worthy  
of  preservation.    A  Survey  Committee  consisted  of  “Mrs.  [Harriet]  Ropes  Cabot,  
Curator  of  Collections  of  the  Bostonian  Society,  Abbott  Lowell  Cummings,  
Assistant  Director  of  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  of  New  England  
Antiquities,  Mrs.  Wendell  D.  Garrett,  Assistant  to  the  Director  of  the  Boston  
Athenaeum,  David  M.  K.  McKibbin,  Secretary  of  the  Boston  Art  Commission,  
and  Walter  Muir  Whitehill,”  Director  and  Librarian  of  the  Boston  Athenaeum.    
During  the  following  year,  this  committee  received  funding  to  hire  staff  to  
prepare  a  survey.119    In  early  1963,  they  published  their  findings  concerning  the  
North  Slope,  that  historically  significant  if  less  fashionable  area  closest  to  
Cambridge  Street.    Their  report  provided  historical  background  on  the  area,  
outlined  the  architectural  styles  of  buildings  there,  and  evaluated  them  for  
significance,  on  a  street-­‐‑by-­‐‑street  and  building-­‐‑by-­‐‑building  basis.120  The  
committee  also  acknowledged  that  neighborhood  definitions  were  shifting:  
“Four  years  ago  Pinckney  Street  was  a  clear  dividing  line  between  the  north  and  
south  slopes  of  Beacon  Hill.    Then  as  the  south  slope  became  crowded,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
119  Boston  Historic  Conservation  Committee,  Beacon  Hill:  The  North  Slope  (Boston:  Boston  Historic  
Conservation  Committee,  1963),  introductory  letter  by  Walter  Muir  Whitehill  (n.p.).  
120  Boston  Historic  Conservation  Committee,  Beacon  Hill:  The  North  Slope,  passim.  
	  	  
70 
adventurous  persons  began  rehabilitating  isolated  houses”  north  of  this  earlier  
boundary.    Now,  “Bowdoin  Street  is  the  logical  line  between  the  new  and  the  old  
Boston,  between  government  and  city  offices  and  a  convenient  residential  
district.”121      
Simultaneously,  a  press  statement  from  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association  
expanded  upon  these  themes:  “Renovations  have  been  extensive  and  in  keeping  
with  Beacon  Hill  styles.    New  families  have  been  attracted  to  and  remain  in  the  
area,  and  property  values  have  increased  dramatically.    Beacon  Hill  has  become  
the  residential  heart  of  a  great  and  growing  Boston.”    The  association  also  
reported  that  since  the  creation  of  the  Beacon  Hill  historic  district  in  1955,  the  
commission  charged  with  reviewing  applications  for  exterior  alterations  granted  
188  certificates  of  appropriateness,  while  only  turning  down  seven  applicants.122    
MIT  Architecture  Professor  Henry  Millon  pointed  out  that  the  North  Slope  was  
actually  settled  and  developed  before  the  South  Slope.    “As  a  result  the  oldest  
houses  on  the  hill  are  on  the  north  side.”123    Legislators  Michael  A.  Nazzaro  (a  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
121  This  statement  reflects  the  shifting  threat  of  demolition  from  the  West  End  (north  of  Beacon  
Hill  and  already  demolished)  to  Government  Center  (east  of  Beacon  Hill).    Boston  Historic  
Conservation  Committee,  Beacon  Hill:  The  North  Slope,  5-­‐‑6.  
122  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Residents  Seek  to  Expand  Beacon  Hill  Historic  Area,”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  17,  
1963.  
123  Henry  Millon,  “All  Beacon  Hill  District  Should  be  Historic,”  Boston  Globe,  March  3,  1963,  A  53.  
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Democrat  representing  the  North  End)  and  John  W.  Frenning  (a  Republican  from  
the  Back  Bay)  co-­‐‑sponsored  the  bill.124      
But  while  the  civic  association  claimed  it  found  “enthusiastic  response  to  
the  extension,”125  the  North  Slope  proposal  was  not  without  its  critics.    Not  
surprisingly,  Bowdoin  Street  proved  to  be  the  hot  spot.    The  east  side  of  the  street  
from  Derne  to  Cambridge  Streets  had  already  been  demolished  to  erect  a  State  
office  building;  the  west  side  still  possessed  a  fine  row  of  bow-­‐‑front  town  
houses.126    Nine  properties  on  Bowdoin  Street  were  under  the  same  ownership,  
and  rumor  had  it  that  “a  possible  high-­‐‑rise  motel  or  apartment  building”  might  
be  built  there.  For  advocates  of  the  designation,  preserving  this  stretch  would  
send  a  message  that  no  more  detrimental  incursions  into  the  character  of  the  
neighborhood  would  be  tolerated.    Walter  Muir  Whitehill,  historian  of  Boston  
and  head  of  the  Boston  Athenaeum,  spoke  in  favor  of  the  measure.127    But  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
124  “Beacon  Hill  Historic  Extension  Now  Law,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  10,  1963.    John  Winslow  
Frenning  was  raised  in  Belmont  and  was  educated  at  Harvard.    “A  Republican,  Mr.  Frenning  
represented  Boston’s  Back  Bay  from  1959  to  1965.    As  a  legislator  he  worked  to  .  .  .  relocate  
residents  of  the  city’s  West  End  for  urban  renewal  –  for  which  he  received  a  United  Community  
Service  Award.”    His  memorial  service  was  at  Story  Chapel  at  Mount  Auburn  Cemetery.    “John  
Frenning,  79;  was  Mass.  lawmaker,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  11,  2002,  B  7.      
125  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Residents  Seek  to  Expand  Beacon  Hill  Historic  Area,”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  17,  
1963.  
126  Boston  Historic  Conservation  Committee,  Beacon  Hill:  The  North  Slope,  10.  
127  Anthony  [sic]  Yudis,  “Beacon  Hillers  Move  to  Save  Bowdoin  St.,”  Boston  Globe,  March  20,  1963.  
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Massachusetts  General  Court  did  not  agree,  voting  down  the  bill  in  March.128    Yet  
shortly  thereafter,  preservation  advocates  received  some  encouraging  news:    In  
May,  the  National  Park  Service  announced  that  Beacon  Hill  would  be  added  to  
the  list  of  National  Historic  Landmarks,  a  select  list  of  sites  possessing  national  
significance.129    At  a  ceremony  on  Beacon  Hill  at  70  Mt.  Vernon  St.  –  a  site  soon  to  
be  the  subject  of  a  major  preservation  controversy  –  Mayor  John  Collins  received  
the  award,  along  with  Beacon  Hill  residents  and  civic  leaders.  130    This  positive  
judgment  on  the  Hill’s  historic  merits  did  not  immediately  reverse  the  tide  in  the  
legislature.    In  early  June,  Rep.  Joseph  A.  Langone  III  made  a  long  speech  
opposing  expansion  of  the  historic  district,  and  the  House  of  Representatives  
appeared  to  have  killed  the  proposal.131    Yet  a  week  later,  both  the  House  and  
Langone  reversed  themselves.    “Beacon  Hill  should  be  preserved  in  its  entirety,”  
the  lawmaker  now  remarked.132    By  August,  the  full  legislature  adopted  the  bill,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
128  Within  a  few  weeks  of  this  event,  Boston  Mayor  John  Collins  rejected  a  proposal  to  preserve  
Commonwealth  Avenue  in  the  Back  Bay,  a  controversy  explored  in  the  next  chapter.    Henry  
Millon,  “2  Events  Discouraging,”  Boston  Globe,  April  7,  1963;  “Beacon  Hill  Bill  Seen  on  Rocks,”  
Boston  Globe,  June  9,  1963.  
129  The  National  Park  Service  launched  the  National  Historic  Landmarks  program  in  1960.  
Congress  did  not  create  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (through  the  passage  of  the  
National  Historic  Preservation  Act)  until  1966.  Murtagh,  Keeping  Time,  66,  207.  
130  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Beacon  Hill  Named  U.S.  Shrine,”  Boston  Globe,  May  22,  1963;  Walter  Muir  
Whitehill,  “Historic  Landmark  But  Not  a  Museum,”  Boston  Globe,  May  26,  1963.  
131  “Beacon  Hill  Bill  Seen  on  Rocks,”  Boston  Globe,  June  9,  1963.  
132  The  cause  of  his  reversal  of  opinion  is  not  known.    Langone,  son  of  a  state  senator  of  the  same  
name,  was  born  in  Charlestown  to  an  Italian  Catholic  family  that  ran  a  funeral  home  in  the  North  
End.    He  had  several  brushes  with  the  law  and  was  compared  to  longtime  Boston  mayor  James  
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and  Gov.  Endicott  Peabody  signed  it  into  law.133    With  this  act,  the  greater  part  of  
the  neighborhood  was  now  designated  (figure  1.13).134  
At  the  same  time  –  the  spring  and  summer  of  1963  –  the  Beacon  Hill  
Architectural  Commission  received  its  first  major  test  in  reviewing  a  
development  proposal.    At  issue  was  an  application  to  demolish  a  brownstone  
pair  of  townhouses  at  70-­‐‑72  Mount  Vernon  Street  (figure  1.14)  and  an  adjoining  
chapel  at  27-­‐‑29  Chestnut  Street.    The  row  houses  dated  from  the  1840s,  when  two  
brothers,  Nathaniel  and  John  Thayer,  commissioned  noted  architect  Richard  
Upjohn  to  design  them.    Later,  the  Boston  University  School  of  Theology  bought  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Michael  Curley.    “Joseph  Langone,  84,  North  End  Democrat,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  24,  2002,  B  11;  
“Bill  O.K.’d  to  Extend  Historic  ‘Hill’  Area,”Boston  Globe,  June  11,  1963;  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Beacon  
Hill  Ponders  North  Side’s  Renewal  Status,”  Boston  Globe,  June  17,  1963,  4.  
133  Governor  Peabody  was  a  liberal  Democrat  from  an  old  Yankee  background,  “a  direct  
descendent  of  John  Endicott,  a  founder  of  the  Massachusetts  Bay  Colony  and  the  state’s  first  
colonial  governor.    His  father  was  the  Right  Reverend  Malcolm  E.  Peabody,  Episcopal  Bishop  of  
Central  New  York,  and  a  grandfather  was  the  Rev.  Endicott  Peabody,  the  founder  and  
headmaster  of  Groton  School.”    He  went  to  Harvard.    “In  1964,  while  he  was  governor,  his  72-­‐‑
year-­‐‑old  mother,  Mary,  was  arrested  in  St.  Augustine,  Fla.”  for  challenging  racial  segregation  
laws.    Irvin  Molotsky,  “Endicott  Peabody,  77,  Dies;  Governor  of  Massachusetts  in  60’s,”  New  York  
Times,  Dec.  4,  1997;  Moying  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  116-­‐‑118;  “Beacon  Hill  Historic  Extension  Now  
Law,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  10,  1963;  J.  Anthony  Lukas,  Common  Ground:  A  Turbulent  Decade  in  the  
Lives  of  Three  American  Families  (New  York:  Alfred  A.  Knopf,  1985),  67.    The  Bowdoin  Street  row  
was  not  torn  down.    The  owners  who  had  planned  to  demolish  the  properties  sold  them  to  
another  developer,  Max  Wasserman.    In  1965,  he  announced  plans  “to  leave  the  façade  but  make  
a  complete  shell  within  to  start  from  scratch.”    Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Still  Another  High  Rise:  New  
Beacon  St.  Beacon,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  12,  1965,  B  47.  
134  Massachusetts,  1963  Chap.  0622.  An  Act  Extending  The  Historic  Beacon  Hill  District  And  To  
Clarify  [sic]  The  Powers  And  Duties  Of  The  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission  In  The  City  Of  
Boston.    A  subsequent  push  south  of  Beacon  Street  to  include  the  west  side  of  Park  Street  and  the  
Old  Granary  Burial  Ground  saw  success  in  1975,  bringing  the  designated  area  to  the  boundaries  
it  has  today.    1975  Chap.  0741.  An  Act  Extending  The  Historic  Beacon  Hill  District.  
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the  houses  and  added  the  chapel  in  1916.135    More  recently  the  buildings  housed  
the  New  England  College  of  Pharmacy,  though  by  1963,  that  institution  was  
moving  to  Northeastern  University.    Consequently,  Beacon  Hill  resident,  
architect,  and  developer  Eduard  H.  Bullerjahn,  of  the  firm  of  Hepburn  &  
Bullerjahn,  acquired  an  option  to  buy  the  parcels,  seeking  to  demolish  the  
existing  structures  to  erect  a  brick,  five-­‐‑story  luxury  apartment  building.    
Reaction  to  the  proposal  built  slowly.    The  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association  had  not  
taken  a  position,  though  the  group’s  president,  architect  and  Acorn  St.  resident  
Joseph  Eldredge  said  the  membership  would  discuss  it  at  their  upcoming  annual  
meeting  in  May.    Walter  Muir  Whitehill  from  the  Boston  Athenaeum  opined,  
“There  is  no  question  that  the  buildings  (including  the  chapel)  are  worth  
preserving,”  but  only  if  an  appropriate  new  use  can  be  found.    Indeed,  some  
observers  thought  that  “[t]he  brownish  and  massive  .  .  .  façade  of  [the  existing]  
Mt.  Vernon  frontage  sharply  interrupts  a  line  of  red-­‐‑brick  residential  structures.”    
Consequently,  “[t]he  proposed  new  building  would  result  in  a  better  blend.”136    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
135  For  descriptions  of  the  buildings,  see  Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts,  108,  110;  Susan  and  
Michael  Southworth,  AIA  Guide  to  Boston  (Guilford,  Conn.:  Globe  Pequot  Press,  2008),  17,  27;  
Donlyn  Lyndon,  The  City  Observed:  Boston:  A  Guide  to  the  Architecture  of  the  Hub  (New  York:  
Vintage  Books,  1982),  96,  100;  McIntyre,  Beacon  Hill,  39,  58.  
136  At  issue  here  was  whether  the  property  was  an  “icon”  or  an  “alien.”    For  a  thoughtful  
exploration  of  this  dichotomy  and  its  significance  in  local  historic  districts,  see  John  J.  Costonis,  
Icons  and  Aliens:  Law,  Aesthetics,  and  Environmental  Change  (Urbana  and  Chicago:  University  of  
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Beacon  Hill  resident  Frances  M.  Howard  opposed  the  project  and  saw  it  as  a  
threat  to  the  goals  of  the  1955  campaign  to  protect  the  neighborhood.137      
A  community  meeting  in  early  May  at  the  Charles  Street  Meetinghouse  
drew  three  hundred  people.    Some  Civic  Association  leaders  said  the  group  
should  stay  out  of  the  controversy  and  allow  the  Architectural  Commission  to  
review  the  matter  without  interference.    A  few  favored  the  new  project,  such  as  
Mrs.  Carol  Means,  a  nearby  resident  who  called  the  existing  building  “a  white  
elephant  and  a  hazard,”  and  Robert  Wood,  a  Mt.  Vernon  St.  resident  in  the  real  
estate  business,  who  said  that  the  property  had  been  for  sale  for  three  years,  with  
no  takers.    But  most  attendees  favored  preservation  of  the  existing  buildings.    
MIT  Professor  Henry  Millon  said  that  the  Thayer  Building  “still  has  great  historic  
significance.”    And  “Leonard  Opdycke  of  10  West  Cedar  st.,  a  retired  Harvard  
professor  of  fine  arts,  suggested  that  the  old  Thayer  house  might  be  used  as  a  
governor’s  residence,”  reviving  a  proposal  first  considered  a  century  earlier  for  
the  Hancock  House.138  
On  May  9,  150  people  crowded  into  City  Hall  to  attend  the  meeting  of  the  
Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission,  which  was  reviewing  the  proposal.    	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Illinois,  1989;  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Old-­‐‑Timers  Bite  Their  Nails:  What?  New  Building  on  Beacon  
Hill?”  Boston  Globe,  April  27,  1963,  7.  
137  Frances  Howard,  “Is  Law  to  be  Obeyed  or  Junked?”  Boston  Globe,  May  4,  1963,  6.  
138  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “People  of  Beacon  Hill  Split  Over  Change,”  Boston  Globe,  May  8,  1963,  8.  
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Chair  John  Codman  presided,  although  one  of  the  other  seats  on  the  dais  was  
vacant.    Commissioner  Andrew  H.  Hepburn,  withdrew  from  the  board,  since  his  
son,  Andrew  H.  Hepburn,  Jr.,  was  a  business  partner  of  Eduard  Bullerjahn.139    
Codman  called  the  meeting  to  order  and  began  taking  testimony.    Bullerjahn  
defended  his  plan  and  found  some  prestigious  allies:  Walter  Muir  Whitehill  
reversed  his  earlier  view  and  “dismissed  the  historical  and  architectural  
importance  of  the  buildings”  to  be  demolished.    Joseph  W.  Lund  and  Sidney  
Shurcliff,  who  in  1955  had  participated  in  a  panel  discussion  on  the  Beacon  Hill  
Bill,  also  favored  the  proposal.    Opposed  to  the  project  were  architect  Frederick  
A.  Stahl,  who  argued  that  the  decision  should  be  made  based  on  information  
rather  than  opinion;140  Prof.  Henry  Millon  of  61  Myrtle  St.,  who  said  that  the  
question  is  not  merely  of  local  importance,  given  the  significance  of  the  district;  
and  Bertram  Little,  director  of  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  of  New  England  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
139  The  elder  Andrew  H.  Hepburn  was  educated  at  MIT,  taught  at  Harvard,  and  was  a  principal  
of  the  firm  of  Perry,  Shaw,  and  Hepburn,  which  spearheaded  the  restoration  of  Colonial  
Williamsburg.    “A.  H.  Hepburn,  Architect,  86;  Rites  Friday,”  Boston  Globe,  March  2,  1967,  37;  
“Fight  Building  on  Beacon  Hill,”  Boston  Globe,  July  21,  1963,  9.  
140  Frederick  A.  Stahl  was  educated  at  Dartmouth,  Harvard,  and  MIT.    He  his  known  for  his  
modern  architecture,  such  as  Boston’s  State  Street  Bank  building,  as  well  as  for  his  interest  in  
historic  preservation.    For  half  a  century,  he  lived  in  an  unusual  Egyptian-­‐‑revival  house  on  
Beacon  Hill.    Abbott  Lowell  Cummings,  then  assistant  director  of  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  
of  New  England  Antiquities,  recalled  with  admiration  Stahl’s  rational,  businesslike,  and  
persuasive  testimony.  Kathleen  McKenna,  “Frederick  Stahl,  82;  architect  with  a  touch  for  
preservation,”  Boston  Globe,  Oct.  1,  2013;  Jessica  Neuwrith,  Robert  Paynter,  Kevin  Sweeney,  
Braden  Paynter,  and  Abbott  Lowell  Cummings,  “Abbott  Lowell  Cummings  and  the  Preservation  
of  New  England,”  The  Public  Historian,  Volume  29,  Number  4  (Fall  2007),  73-­‐‑75.  
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Antiquities,  who  recommended  exploring  new  uses  for  the  properties.    
Opponents  also  brought  a  petition  with  900  signatures  for  their  cause.    When  the  
meeting  adjourned,  the  Commission  was  aware  of  its  statutory  requirement  to  
render  a  decision  within  twenty  days.141  
But  procedural  questions  would  complicate  and  delay  resolution  of  the  
matter.    A  “Save  Beacon  Hill”  committee  led  by  Attorney  Robert  Romero  and  
Mrs.  Thomas  Clark  Howard,  successfully  called  into  question  the  legality  of  the  
May  Commission  meeting,  since  the  board  did  not  have  a  full  complement  of  
members.142  Mayor  John  Collins  subsequently  appointed  Harriet  Ropes  Cabot  to  
fill  the  vacant  seat.143    In  the  interim,  Eduard  Bullerjahn  withdrew  his  original  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
141  Other  proponents  of  the  Bullerjahn  project  were  Mrs.  Evelyn  Sears  (“whose  large  house  is  
directly  across  from  the  site”),  John  Ryan  of  West  Cedar  St.  (“a  prominent  realtor  and  board  
member  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority”),  Palfrey  Perkins  of  130  Chestnut  St.,  C.  Sawyer  
Welch  of  Louisburg  Sq.,  Dr.  J.  H.  Means  of  60  Mt.  Vernon  St.,  B.  Earle  Appleton  of  Louisburg  Sq.,  
and  Andrew  Winslow  of  Chestnut  St.    Other  opponents  included  Jacob  Atwood,  and  Florence  
Viaux.    Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Neighbors  Clash  Over  Hill  Project,”  Boston  Globe,  May  10,  1963,  13.    
Bertram  K.  “Little  was  born  in  Marblehead  and  grew  up  in  Salem.”    Educated  at  the  Middlesex  
School  and  at  Harvard  University,  he  “was  director  of  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  of  New  
England  Antiquities  from  1947  to  1970.”    He  lived  in  Brookline  and  was  active  in  the  First  Parish  
Unitarian  Church  there.    With  ancestry  reaching  back  to  the  Pilgrims  and  to  the  Revolutionary  
War,  he  was  a  member  of  the  Massachusetts  Society  of  Mayflower  Descendants  and  the  Society  
of  the  Cincinnati.    “Bertram  K.  Little,  antiquarian,  led  preservation  society;  at  93,”  Boston  Globe,  
June  25,  1993,  41.  
142  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Thomas  Clark  Howard  lived  at  46  Mt.  Vernon  St.  and  had  opened  their  house  for  
tours  on  November  17,  1956.    Mrs.  Howard  was  a  great-­‐‑granddaughter  of  Julia  Ward  Howe,  who  
wrote  “The  Battle  Hymn  of  the  Republic”  in  the  house.  “Beacon  Hill  Homes  on  View  All  Day  
Saturday,  November  17,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  4,  1956,  A  20.  
143  Harriet  Ropes  Cabot,  by  both  descent  and  marriage,  was  connected  to  some  of  the  most  
socially  prominent  families  in  Massachusetts.    She  also  wrote  Vanished  Boston:  An  Album  of  
Nineteenth-­‐‑Century  Photographs  from  the  Collections  of  the  Bostonian  Society  (1966),  Back  Bay  Churches  
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proposal  and  substituted  a  new  plan  that  he  hoped  would  be  seen  as  less  
intrusive  to  the  neighborhood.    While  it  still  called  for  demolition  of  the  existing  
buildings,  the  new  design  had  a  lower  façade  near  the  sidewalk  and  traditional,  
small-­‐‑paned  windows.144  
All  parties  reconvened  at  the  end  of  July  in  the  City  Council  Chambers  for  
a  re-­‐‑hearing  of  the  matter.    Three  hundred  people  attended  the  five-­‐‑hour  
meeting.    Bullerjahn  said  that  he  found  evidence  that  the  upper  floors  of  70-­‐‑72  
Mt.  Vernon  St.  were  added  in  the  last  decades  of  the  nineteenth  century.    Walter  
Muir  Whitehill  reiterated  his  view  that  the  buildings  were  not  significant.    Yet  
Fred  Stahl,  “speaking  in  a  professional  capacity  as  an  independent  architect  for  a  
group  of  abutters,”  reminded  the  assembled  crowds  of  the  damage  done  to  
postwar  European  cites.    And  an  attorney,  Julian  T.  Katzeff,  “representing  a  
Chestnut  st.  resident,”  said  that  the  purpose  of  the  1955  act  establishing  the  
historic  district  was  preservation.145  
Three  weeks  later,  the  story  broke  with  the  Commission’s  decision:  The  
board  rejected  the  application,  stating  that  the  new  building  “would  not  fit  in  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
&  Public  Buildings:  An  Album  of  Nineteenth-­‐‑Century  Photographs  Chiefly  from  the  Collections  of  the  
Bostonian  Society  (1967),  and  Handbook  of  the  Bostonian  Society  (1979).    Her  family  papers  are  in  the  
Massachusetts  Historical  Society  and  at  Harvard  University.  “Fight  Building  on  Beacon  Hill,”  
Boston  Globe,  June  21,  1963,  9.  
144  “New  Beacon  Hill  Plans  Submitted  by  Architect,”  Boston  Globe,  June  20,  1963,  53.  
145  Anthony  L.  [sic]  Yudis,  “300  at  2nd  Beacon  Hill  Hearing  on  Apartment  Complex  Plans,”  Boston  
Globe,  Aug.  1,  1963,  44.  
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with  the  preservation  of  the  Beacon  Hill  district.”    The  Commission  explained,  
though,  that  a  revised  plan  might  be  approvable.146    William  H.  Treadwell  in  a  
letter  to  the  editor  said,  “Beacon  Hill  needs  a  new  apartment  building  and  
townhouse  complex  to  enhance  its  atmosphere  of  historic  romance  .  .  .”    The  
writer  went  on  to  say:  
The  most  important  man,  now,  to  the  perpetuation  of  the  Beacon  
Hill  tradition,  and  its  distinctive  way  of  life,  is  fellow  Bostonian,  
Edward  [sic]  Bullerjahn.    The  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  
Commission,  the  present  residents  of  the  Hill  –  and  those  to  come  
–  look  forward  to  seeing  the  new  design  for  his  apartment  house  
complex  which  will  meet  the  approval  of  all  concerned.147  
  
Bullerjahn  was  less  sanguine,  announcing  that  the  plan  for  luxury  
apartments  was  no  longer  an  option  and  that  he  would  instead  convert  the  old  
buildings  to  a  rooming  house,  since  he  could  no  longer  afford  to  go  forward  with  
a  more  ambitious  project.    Moreover,  because  he  would  not  alter  the  exteriors  of  
the  buildings,  he  said  that  he  would  not  need  to  go  back  to  the  Commission  for  
approval.    Bullerjahn  lashed  out  at  the  board,  blaming  them  for  delaying  the  
project,  for  operating  in  a  “secretive  manner,”  for  caving  to  “outside  pressure,”  
and  for  negotiating  in  bad  faith.    He  said  that  he  made  revisions  to  his  plan  
through  the  review  process  and  was  denied  anyway.    He  added  that  the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
146  “Commission  Rejects  Beacon  Hill  Apartment,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  21,  1963,  3.  
147  The  tone  of  Treadwell’s  letter  might  seem  satirical,  but  in  the  context  of  its  time,  it  appears  to  
be  sincere.    William  H.  Treadwell,  “Beacon  Hill,  The  Inner  City,”  Boston  Globe,  Sept.  3,  1963,  8.  
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Commission  “does  not  seem  to  understand  its  own  responsibilities.”    At  the  time  
of  the  decision,  the  membership  on  the  board  consisted  of  John  Codman,  Harriet  
Ropes  Cabot,  Dorothy  W.  Bisby,  and  architects  Robert  E.  Minot  and  Carmen  di  
Stefano.148  
Yet  Bullerjahn  did  not  drop  his  plans.    The  rental  market  on  Beacon  Hill  
was  strong  and  getting  stronger.149    He  revised  his  proposal,  preserving  the  
facades  and  gutting  the  interiors  to  create  30  apartments,  some  with  cathedral  
ceilings,  together  with  common  amenities,  such  as  a  squash  court.    It  was  
reported  that  “[a]ll  the  requirements  of  the  district  were  adhered  to.”    By  the  time  
the  project  was  complete  and  the  units  were  on  the  market,  Bullerjahn  seems  to  
have  embraced  the  outcome:  
This  kind  of  property-­‐‑preservation  is  common  in  Scandinavian  
countries,  and  it  could  well  be  a  means  for  us  in  this  country  to  
retain  what  is  of  architectural  distinction  and  still  allow  for  the  
improvement  of  neighborhoods,  rather  than  resort  to  complete  
demolition  or  allow  a  property  to  become  a  financial  burden  to  a  
community.”150  
  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
148  Carmen  di  Stafano  was  born  in  Boston  and  educated  at  the  Boston  Architectural  Center.    For  
many  years  he  was  a  partner  in  the  firm  of  Campbell,  Aldrich  &  Nulty.  “Carmen  de  Stefano,  64,  
Retired  Boston  Architect,”  Boston  Globe,  March  13,  1969,  53;  Edgar  J.  Driscoll,  “Apt.  House  Out  
So  .  .  .  Rooms  to  Let,”  Boston  Globe,  Sept.  30,  1963,  1.  
149  “Beacon  Hill  Apartments  in  Demand,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  27,  1964,  A  30.  
150  “Ex-­‐‑Hub  Theological  School  Now  an  Apartment,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  15,  1965,  A  44.  
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During  the  early  1970s,  the  property  was  converted  to  condominiums.151  
This  controversy  was  significant  for  preservationists  for  several  reasons.    
First,  the  case  affirmed  the  authority  of  the  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  
Commission,  whose  exercise  of  the  police  power  for  historic  preservation  and  
design  review  was  to  be  respected.    Secondly,  the  decision  embodied  the  literal  
separation  between  the  public  area  of  the  street,  which  was  preserved,  and  the  
private  area  behind  the  façade,  which  was  not.    Thirdly,  the  debate  brought  out  
the  question  of  Victorian  architecture  and  its  worthiness  for  preservation,  coming  
down  firmly  on  the  side  of  this  then-­‐‑still-­‐‑not-­‐‑popular  mode.    Finally,  the  debate  
crystalized  the  economic  argument  for  historic  preservation,  demanding  that  
inflated  rehabilitation  costs  be  subjected  to  rational  critique  before  accepting  
them  at  face  value.152  
  
How  do  we  interpret  the  Beacon  Hill  preservation  effort  and  situate  it  in  
the  larger  context  of  twentieth-­‐‑century  American  life?    We  might  begin  by  
placing  our  assessment  of  historic  districting  on  Beacon  Hill  within  a  larger  
political  and  cultural  framework.      Historian  James  Lindgren  has  connected  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
151  Selling  prices  ranged  from  $42,000  to  $67,500.    “Condominium  corner  .  .  .”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  
19,  1972,  A  43.  
152  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  119-­‐‑123.  
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earlier  preservation  efforts  in  New  England  to  the  Progressive  era,  noting  
especially  the  example  of  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  of  New  England  
Antiquities,  which  William  Sumner  Appleton  founded  in  1910.    Lindgren  
emphasizes  the  desire  to  bring  order  to  the  city  and  to  preserve  and  transmit  
traditional  American  values  to  a  modern  world  seemingly  destabilized  by  
massive  immigration  and  the  decline  of  white,  Anglo-­‐‑Saxon  elites.153    This  
conclusion  is  consistent  with  those  historians  of  the  Progressive  movement  who  
have  taken  its  leaders  to  task  for  endorsing  such  “unlovely  characteristics  of  the  
movement”  as  nativism  and  what  we  would  now  call  classism.154    Indeed,  earlier  
preservation  efforts  as  well  as  those  of  1950s  Boston  remained,  like  the  founding  
generation  of  Progressives,  “a  movement  by  prosperous  bourgeois  gentlemen.”155      
But  this  focus  neglects  the  central  issue  for  Progressives  and  their  political  
heirs:  “the  relation  of  public  to  private  power.”156    Indeed,  subsequent  
generations  –  both  friends  and  foes  of  the  Progressive  movement  –  have  seen  it  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
153  Lindgren,  Preserving  Historic  New  England.  
154  David  M.  Kennedy,  Progressivism:  The  Critical  Issues  (Boston:  Little,  Brown  and  Company,  1971),  
x.  Hosmer  concluded,  “Preservationism  was  an  Anglo-­‐‑Saxon  movement,”  although  the  
“preservation  literature”  that  he  reviewed  did  “not  contain  any  outspoken  nativist  declarations.    
Preservationists  spent  their  time  trying  to  educate  immigrants,  rather  than  condemning  the  
newcomers.”  Hosmer,  Presence  of  the  Past,  301-­‐‑302.  
155  Kennedy,  Progressivism,  ix.  We  may  add  women  to  his  formulation,  too.      
156  Ibid,  vii.  
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“as  precedent  for  the  assertion  of  public  rights  over  private.”157    In  this  respect,  
Boston  preservationists  of  the  1910s  were  not  Progressive,  for  they  retained  a  
hostility  to  government  that  prevented  them  from  seriously  considering  enlisting  
its  powers  on  their  behalf.    This  view  is  evident  in  an  exchange  of  
correspondence  in  1929,  when  a  Charleston  preservationist,  Samuel  G.  Stoner,  
wrote  to  Appleton  at  SPNEA,  seeking  advice  on  how  to  preserve  neighborhoods  
and  cityscapes.    Stoner  asked,  “Has  any  attempt  been  made  in  New  England  
communities  to  regulate  such  affairs  through  municipal  government?”    Appleton  
was  stumped:    “As  I  understand  it  you  are  not  asking  for  any  advice  concerning  
the  preservation  of  any  particular  house,”  he  responded,  essentially  baffled  by  
the  inquiry.    Suspicious  of  government  –  and  the  people  who  served  in  it  –  
Appleton  believed  that  historic  buildings  were  best  preserved  by  outright  
ownership.158  
By  the  1950s,  this  view  was  changing,  perhaps  because  it  was  simply  
impractical  for  preservationists  to  buy  every  historic  property  worthy  of  
preservation.    In  the  context  of  whole  neighborhoods,  a  fresh  approach  was  
needed.    In  helping  to  find  a  new  way  forward,  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
157  Ibid,  xiv.  
158  Stoney  to  Appleton,  Mar.  21,  1929,  microfiche  correspondence  archive,  SPNEA;  and  Appleton  
to  Stoney,  Mar.  26,  1929,  microfiche  correspondence  archive,  SPNEA.    In  Holleran,  Boston’s  
“Changeful  Times,”  266-­‐‑267.  
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served  as  a  bridge  between  earlier  techniques  centered  on  private  interests  and  
emerging  tools  more  engaged  with  public  concerns.    Over  the  course  of  several  
generations,  the  organization’s  urban  professional  members  maintained  and  
transmitted  values  of  engagement  with  civic  life  from  the  1920s  to  the  1950s.    By  
1955,  Boston  preservationists  had  become  comfortable  with  the  idea  of  invoking  
the  police  power  of  government  to  effect  historic  preservation  on  a  
neighborhood-­‐‑wide  scale.    The  building-­‐‑by-­‐‑building  approach  of  earlier,  more  
conservative  preservationists  –  which  required  ownership  of  the  resource  in  
order  to  ensure  its  preservation  –  was  one  paradigm;  this  was  another.  
That  this  development  necessarily  resulted  in  a  public  good  is  not  a  
foregone  conclusion.    Historian  Gabriel  Kolko  has  argued  that  the  Progressive  
movement  was  essentially  conservative  in  character,  comprised  of  “deliberate  
efforts  of  businessmen  to  preserve  their  profits  and  their  power.”    Such  men  
“actively  sought  limited  government  intervention  .  .  .  to  bring  about  the  profit-­‐‑
producing  conditions  that  private  enterprise  by  itself  could  not  sustain.”    In  this  
way,  he  “damns”  Progressives  “as  purposeful  conservatives.”159    Descriptively,  
Kolko  seems  to  have  accurately  characterized  at  least  some  of  the  motives  of  the  
Beacon  Hill  historic  districting  movement:  A  group  led  by  property-­‐‑holding  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
159  Kennedy,  Progressivism,  xii.    See  Gabriel  Kolko,  The  Triumph  of  Conservatism:  A  Reinterpretation  
of  American  History,  1900-­‐‑1916  (New  York:  Free  Press,  1977),  passim.  
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interests  successfully  intervened  in  state  and  local  government  to  create  a  public  
structure  for  ensuring  that  private  property  would  be  maintained  and  preserved.      
Indeed,  the  economic  motive  for  adopting  the  act  was  enshrined  in  its  
introductory  statement  of  legislative  intent.160      
At  the  same  time,  the  business  community  was  not  unanimous  in  this  
point  of  view.    Some  real  estate  developers  clearly  saw  the  operations  of  the  
historic  district  as  opposed  to  their  own  interests.    Recall  how  in  1963,  the  
expansion  of  the  district  onto  the  North  Slope  –  and  especially  into  Bowdoin  
Street  –  resulted  in  a  clash  that  initially  defeated  the  measure  in  the  state  
legislature.    It  was  only  the  designation  of  Beacon  Hill  as  a  National  Historic  
Landmark  that  turned  the  tide.    Additionally,  Eduard  Bullerjahn,  locking  horns  
with  the  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission  over  the  fate  70-­‐‑72  Mount  
Vernon  Street,  denounced  the  regulators  of  the  historic  district,  calling  them  
slow,  duplicitous,  and  incompetent.    So  painting  John  Codman  and  his  allies  as  
spokesmen  for  a  monolithic  economic  establishment  is  simply  not  accurate.  
But  the  substance  of  Kolko’s  line  of  thinking  –  that  the  business  
community  can  co-­‐‑opt  the  power  of  government  for  its  own  ends  –  should  be  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
160  “[T]o  promote  the  educational,  cultural,  economic  and  general  welfare  of  the  public  through  
the  preservation  of  the  historic  Beacon  Hill  district,  and  to  maintain  said  district  as  a  landmark  in  
the  history  of  architecture  and  as  a  tangible  remainder  of  old  Boston  as  it  existed  in  the  early  days  
of  the  commonwealth.”  Massachusetts,  Chapter  616  of  the  Acts  of  1955.  
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taken  seriously.    When,  indeed,  is  it  appropriate  for  the  government  to  intervene  
in  matters  of  economic  consequence?    When  would  such  actions  be  for  the  
“general  welfare”?    When  would  they  be  too  narrowly  drawn?    The  central  issue  
for  Kolko  seems  to  hinge  upon  the  distribution  of  benefits:    Government  should  
not  pass  laws  that  primarily  support  one  class,  especially  at  the  expense  of  the  
other.    Yet  on  Beacon  Hill  the  interests  of  the  business  community  and  those  of  
residents  may  have  been  more  aligned  and  not  as  polarized  as  elsewhere  –  
especially  compared  to  other  neighborhoods  like  the  West  End,  where  tenants  
struggled  with  absentee  landlords,  or  the  North  End,  where  potential  home  
owners  had  to  contend  with  mortgage-­‐‑lenders’  red-­‐‑lining  the  whole  area,  
making  it  impossible  to  secure  financing  through  established  channels.161    The  
fact  that  Beacon  Hill  business  owners  often  lived  nearby  may  have  helped;  that  
they  were  more  likely  to  have  owned  their  own  homes  is  also  significant.    Here  
the  advocates  of  historic  districting  were  operating  in  the  context  of  numerous  
resident  owners,  who  were  trying  to  consolidate,  stabilize,  and  defend  their  own  
position  in  the  neighborhood  and  in  the  city,  against  a  rapidly  changing  
metropolitan  context.      
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
161  On  credit  blacklisting  in  Boston’s  North  End,  see  Jane  Jacobs,  The  Death  and  Life  of  Great  
American  Cities  (New  York:  Vintage  Books,  1961),  295-­‐‑297;  on  the  racial  and  religious  aspects  of  
red-­‐‑lining,  see  Hayden,  Building  Suburbia,  125.  
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Indeed,  if  we  want  to  find  instances  of  business  interests  invoking  the  
power  of  government  to  support  “profit-­‐‑producing  conditions”  not  sustainable  
otherwise,  a  number  of  historians  and  policy  analysts  suggest  looking  to  other  
areas  than  urban,  residential  historic  districts  like  Beacon  Hill.    First,  in  the  
rapidly  changing  outer  ring  of  suburbs  –  on  the  fringes  of  greenfield  
development  –  developers  relied  on  government  policies,  such  as  the  mortgage-­‐‑
interest  tax  deduction,  accelerated  depreciation  of  new  income-­‐‑producing  
property,  and  federal  highway  construction  to  make  their  projects  economically  
viable.162    Secondly,  in  the  decaying  postwar  cities  subject  to  urban  renewal,  real  
estate  interests  linked  with  politicians  to  form  powerful  pro-­‐‑growth  coalitions,  
linking  government  use  of  eminent  domain  with  private  sources  of  capital  to  
remake  the  city  from  the  ground  up.163  
While  the  Beacon  Hill  historic  districting  effort  can  be  partially  
understood  in  the  context  of  Progressive-­‐‑era  traditions,  it  also  forms  an  
important  chapter  in  the  history  of  historic  districts  in  the  United  States.    As  
noted  earlier,  such  legislation  first  appeared  in  Charleston  in  1931.164    That  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
162  This  conclusion  lies  at  the  core  of  Hayden’s  argument  in  Building  Suburbia.  
163  See  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  esp.  chapter  2,  “Forming  a  New  Coalition;”  Rubin,  
Insuring  the  City,  chapters  2-­‐‑4;  Samuel  Zipp,  Manhattan  Projects:  The  Rise  and  Fall  of  Urban  Renewal  
in  Cold  War  New  York  (New  York:  Oxford  University  Press,  2010),  passim.  
164  Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”  265.  
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colonial  city  –  bypassed  by  much  of  the  Civil  War  and  possessed  of  a  proud  
regional  identity  –  took  the  unconventional  step  of  designating  its  historic  core  
and  establishing  legal  controls  to  prevent  demolition  or  new  development  that  
would  compromise  its  historic  and  architectural  integrity.    The  building  of  a  gas  
station  –  an  alien  among  the  icons  of  this  southern  city  –  provoked  this  
community  effort.165    New  Orleans  received  similar  protection  in  1937,  after  the  
State  of  Louisiana  amended  its  state  constitution  to  permit  the  creation  of  the  
Vieux  Carré  Commission  to  supervise  the  French  Quarter.166    During  the  1940s,  
two  other  Southern  cities,  Alexandria  and  Winston-­‐‑Salem,  adopted  similar  
measures,  followed  by  Georgetown  in  1950.    Yet  few  Northern  cities  took  
advantage  of  this  legal  approach  to  historic  preservation  until  the  1960’s.    New  
York  City,  for  example,  did  not  adopt  its  landmarks  preservation  law  until  1965,  
ten  years  after  the  Beacon  Hill  Bill.167  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
165  Charles  B.  Hosmer,  Preservation  Comes  of  Age:  From  Williamsburg  to  the  National  Trust,  1926-­‐‑1949  
(Charlottesville:  University  Press  of  Virginia,  1981),  232-­‐‑274;  for  more  on  the  metaphor,  see  
Costonis,  Icons  and  Aliens,  xv-­‐‑xvi.  
166  Hosmer,  Preservation  Comes  of  Age,  290-­‐‑306;  Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”  265.  
167  Hosmer,  Preservation  Comes  of  Age,  231-­‐‑377;  Anthony  Tung,  Preserving  the  World’s  Great  Cities:  
The  Destruction  and  Renewal  of  the  Historic  Metropolis  (New  York:  Three  Rivers  Press,  2000),  352-­‐‑358;  
for  a  legal  analysis  from  1963  on  historic  districting,  see  Columbia  Law  Review,  “The  Police  Power,  
Eminent  Domain,  and  the  Preservation  of  Historic  Property,”  vol.  63,  no.  4  (April  1963),  708-­‐‑732.    
The  definitive  account  of  the  passage  of  New  York’s  landmarks  preservation  law  is  Anthony  C.  
Wood,  Preserving  New  York:  Winning  the  Right  to  Protect  a  City’s  Landmarks  (New  York  and  
London:  Routledge,  2008).  
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There  is  a  clear  connection  between  these  Southern  cities  and  Boston.  
From  John  Codman’s  inspiration  from  the  Georgetown  example  to  John  Greene’s  
study  trip  in  the  South,  Beacon  Hill  preservationists  knew  that  there  was  a  fund  
of  experience  to  be  tapped  if  they  hoped  to  have  a  successful  program  
themselves.    Some  jurisdiction  or  other  was  bound  to  bring  this  strategy  to  the  
industrialized  North.  
At  the  same  time,  it  is  important  to  remember  that  the  flow  of  advice  
concerning  historic  districting  was  not  moving  in  a  strictly  South-­‐‑to-­‐‑North  
direction.    One  of  the  members  of  the  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission,  
John  Greene,  made  a  trip  to  New  Orleans,  ostensibly  to  learn  about  how  historic  
districts  functioned.    But  he  soon  found  the  tables  turned.    While  he  reported  to  
the  Commission  on  Aug.  15  of  the  success  of  the  longstanding  Vieux  Carré  
Commission,  he  also  noted  with  concern  that  elsewhere  in  the  Crescent  City,  the  
Garden  District  was  not  so  protected  –  and  the  property  owners  there  were  not  
of  one  mind  about  what  to  do.    Greene  said  that  he  counseled  them  to  do  what  
Bostonians  did:  form  a  strong  civic  organization,  petition  the  state  legislature  for  
the  appropriate  enabling  legislation,  and  protect  the  neighborhood.      This  
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incident  suggests  that  it  would  be  inaccurate  to  oversimplify  the  regional  
influences  of  the  expanding  movement  for  historic  districts.168  
The  Beacon  Hill  historic  preservation  effort  can  also  be  seen  within  a  
framework  of  urban  history,  wherein  neighborhood  power  and  influence  
gradually  increased  –  both  in  Boston  and  in  other  American  cities.    As  noted  
earlier,  the  failure  of  Bostonians  during  the  nineteenth  century  to  adequately  
protect  older  residential  areas  of  the  city  in  the  wake  of  advancing  commercial  
and  industrial  development  led  to  the  widespread  desertion  of  these  areas  in  
favor  of  the  newly  developed  Back  Bay  and  South  End  with  their  restrictive  
covenants  requiring  residential  use  for  twenty  years.    The  arrival  of  height  
restrictions  at  the  turn  of  the  century  and  of  zoning  during  the  1920s  marked  a  
more  aggressive  attempt  to  enlist  the  power  of  local  government  to  protect  and  
preserve  the  quality  of  life  in  the  city.    Coincidentally,  in  1926,  the  Supreme  
Court  upheld  the  right  of  municipalities  to  employ  zoning,  ruling  that  it  did  not  
constitute  an  unconstitutional  taking  of  private  property  without  
compensation.169    Yet  zoning  had  very  real  limitations,  typically  confining  itself  
to  parceling  broad  categories  of  use  across  the  zoned  area.    It  did  not  prevent  the  
demolition  of  historic  buildings  or  ensure  that  new  construction  would  be  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
168  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission,  Minutes,  Aug.  15,  1956.  
169  Euclid  v.  Ambler.    In  Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”  265.  
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compatible  with  its  architectural  context.    Consequently,  historic  district  
legislation  marked  a  further  stage  in  the  empowerment  of  local  government  to  
deal  firmly  with  the  challenges  of  modern,  dynamic  cities.      
Fitting  the  Beacon  Hill  movement  into  an  understanding  of  the  1950s  at  
first  blush  seems  more  problematic.    The  fact  that  historic  districting  was  not  
widely  popular  with  the  larger  American  public  makes  this  task  difficult,  since  
historic  preservation  during  the  1950s  did  not  enjoy  widespread  understanding  
or  acceptance.    But  perhaps  it  is  in  this  paradox  that  such  a  movement  can  be  
brought  into  greater  relief  and  appreciated  for  its  distinctiveness.    For  it  is  
precisely  that  it  is  not  typical  of  its  time  that  makes  it  of  interest.    Indeed,  the  
dominant  narrative  of  the  1950s  stresses  the  growth  of  suburbia  and  the  decline  
of  the  city  –  and  this  is  not  on  its  face  inaccurate.    One  historian  has  called  the  
suburban  migration  during  the  post-­‐‑war  era  “one  of  the  most  astonishing  
migrations  in  history,”  comparing  it  to  early  twentieth  century  immigration  to  
the  U.S.    Indeed,  “[b]y  1960  one-­‐‑quarter  of  the  entire  population  lived  in  such  
suburban  areas.”170    Boston  experienced  similar  shifts:  In  1950,  the  population  of  
the  city  was  over  800,000;  a  decade  later  it  was  less  than  700,000.171    Yet,  suburbia  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
170  William  H.  Chafe,  The  Unfinished  Journey:  America  Since  World  War  II  (New  York:  Oxford  
University  Press,  2007),  112.  
171  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  35-­‐‑36.  
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is  considerably  older  than  the  1950s,  and  even  then  some  people  chose  to  stay  in  
the  city,  articulating  the  virtues  of  urban  neighborhoods  and  perpetuating  the  
ideal  and  the  geography  of  the  traditional  “walking”  city.    But  because  the  
escape  to  the  suburbs  had  widespread,  though  not  universal,  appeal,  opting  to  
stay  in  the  city  can  be  seen  as  a  quiet  form  of  dissent,  notwithstanding  the  
seemingly  conservative  guise  that  it  sometimes  wore.172  
In  one  other  respect,  too,  the  Beacon  Hill  preservation  movement  was  
swimming  against  the  tide  of  the  times:  This  concerned  its  implicit  rejection  of  
the  ideology  of  obsolescence  in  the  built  environment.    This  notion  that  buildings  
had  a  limited  life  and  that  architecture  had  to  be  periodically  rebuilt  was  first  
articulated  during  the  early  twentieth  century,  when  real  estate  interests  
successfully  lobbied  the  federal  government  to  create  a  system  for  income-­‐‑
producing  property  to  be  depreciated  for  tax  purposes  –  a  provision  “unique  in  
the  world’s  tax  codes.”    In  succeeding  decades  this  expanded  into  a  “global  
discourse  on  obsolescence,”  calling  for  the  radical  reconstruction  of  cities  and  
buildings  to  bring  them  into  harmony  with  the  modern  world.    While  some  
architects  held  to  traditional  values  of  durability  and  monumentality  in  the  built  
environment,  others  such  as  Buckminster  Fuller  envisioned  more  rapid  change.    	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
172  Note  that  Jacobs’s  The  Death  and  Life  of  Great  American  Cities  was  published  in  1961.  
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By  the  1950s,  Americans  of  all  political  stripes  understood  this  view  to  be  
normative  –  the  “dominant  paradigm.”    In  this  environment,  when  policy  
makers  deemed  Boston’s  West  End  obsolete,  the  burden  of  proof  fell  on  those  
who  would  dispute  the  claim.    Only  in  the  1960s  and  70s  did  thinkers  launch  
significant  critiques  of  this  ideology  as  wasteful,  shallow,  and  impractical.    In  this  
respect,  making  a  serious  case  for  the  preservation  of  historic  buildings  
challenged  dominant  assumptions  concerning  progress  and  change  –  views  that  
were  thought  to  be  universally  true  rather  than  culturally  constructed.173  
Yet  in  spite  of  the  potentially  dissenting  aspects  of  the  Beacon  Hill  
preservation  movement,  it  took  place  within  the  consensus  culture  of  the  1950s.    
Here,  a  movement  emphasizing  the  preservation  of  American  heritage  –  and  
supported  consistently  by  the  business  community  and  people  with  social  
standing  –  found  support  during  the  Cold  War  era.    Even  the  techniques  
employed  in  gathering  support  for  this  effort  seem  consistent  with  the  
conformist  tenor  of  the  times.    Conservatively  dressed  neighborhood  
preservationists  called  for  reform  to  protect  what  they  already  had,  not  radical  
transformation  to  effect  widespread  change.    While  all  of  this  is  true,  one  should  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
173  Daniel  M.  Abramson,  “Lessons  of  Obsolescence”  (lecture),  Society  of  Architectural  Historians  
(New  England  Chapter),  Annual  Meeting,  Cambridge  Public  Library,  Cambridge,  MA,  Jan.  24,  
2011.    For  further  research  and  analysis  of  this  topic  see  Daniel  M.  Abramson,  Obsolescence:  An  
Architectural  History  (Chicago:  University  of  Chicago  Press,  2016).    
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keep  in  mind  a  couple  caveats.    First,  as  historian  Wendy  Wall  has  argued,  “the  
language  of  consensus  concealed  widely  differing  priorities.”174    In  other  words,  
the  ideology  of  the  time  tended  to  smooth  over  difficulties  and  minimize  open  
conflict.    A  newspaper  reported  that  one  person  spoke  against  the  Beacon  Hill  
Bill  when  the  Committee  on  Cities  was  considering  it.    What  about  those  who  
did  not  speak?    The  accounts  of  the  time  emphasize  the  near  unanimity  of  
agreement  in  favor  of  the  measure.    While  this  was  good  for  the  act  under  
consideration,  it  makes  it  more  difficult  for  students  of  this  period  to  take  the  full  
measure  of  the  scope  of  feeling  concerning  the  proposal.      
A  second  aspect  of  consensus  culture  should  be  borne  in  mind.    While  a  
“linguistic  framework  .  .  .  helped  create  a  social  reality”  that  emphasized  
consensus,  practically  speaking,  it  was  not  always  triumphant,  especially  in  
Boston.175  Indeed,  one  should  remember  the  predominant  lack  of  consensus  that  
characterized  Boston  politics  for  much  of  its  history,  both  before  and  after  the  
1950s.    Fissures  between  Protestants  and  Catholics,  Yankees  and  Irish,  and  
middle-­‐‑  and  working-­‐‑class  communities  were  a  fact  of  life  for  generations.    
Mayor  Curley  famously  threatened  to  open  a  city  water  main  to  flood  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
174  Wendy  L.  Wall,  Inventing  the  “American  Way”:  The  Politics  of  Consensus  from  the  New  Deal  to  the  
Civil  Rights  Movement  (Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  2008),  10.  
175  Ibid,  11.  
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basement  of  the  Yankee-­‐‑dominated  First  National  Bank  if  the  institution  did  not  
lend  him  the  money  he  needed  to  meet  City  payroll;  and  his  attempt  to  replace  
brick  sidewalks  on  Beacon  Hill  with  more  modern  materials  was  only  stopped  
when  neighborhood  women  staged  a  sit-­‐‑down  strike  to  stop  the  work.176    
Historian  of  Boston  Thomas  O’Connor  notes  the  divisiveness  that  was  endemic  
in  City  politics  during  the  first  half  of  the  twentieth  century,  remarking  that  only  
with  the  mayoral  election  of  1949,  when  John  Hynes  defeated  James  Curley,  did  
Irish  politics  and  Yankee  State  Street  see  a  rapprochement.177    In  this  respect,  to  
the  extent  that  Boston  partook  of  consensus  culture,  it  did  so  rather  late.    In  
contrast,  historians  of  the  national  scene  now  trace  the  emergence  of  American  
consensus  to  the  1930s,  when  it  was  invoked  to  bring  together  both  the  left  and  
the  right  against  fascism  and  totalitarianism.178      
In  Boston,  Hynes  served  as  mayor  for  ten  years,  in  O’Connor’s  words,  
“the  longest  continuous  tenure  in  the  city’s  history  up  to  that  point.”179    In  1954  –  
just  one  year  before  the  Beacon  Hill  Bill  became  law  –  he  articulated  the  need  for  
a  “New  Boston”  to  “clear  slums,  revitalize  its  neighborhoods,  rebuild  its  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
176  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  12;  J.  Anthony  Lukas,  Common  Ground:  A  Turbulent  Decade  in  
the  Lives  of  Three  American  Families  (New  York:  Alfred  A.  Knopf,  1985),  382;Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill,  
91-­‐‑95.  
177  O’Connor,  The  Hub,  211-­‐‑215.  
178  Wall,  Inventing  the  “American  Way,”  passim.  
179  O’Conner,  The  Hub,  214.  
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downtown  business  district,  and  build  a  modern  highway  system.”180    Around  
these  ideas,  he  built  a  coalition  to  demolish  Scollay  Square,  construct  
Government  Center,  and  tear  down  the  West  End.    But  by  1958,  to  the  extent  that  
Hynes  ever  had  widespread  support  for  his  policies,  it  was  clear  that  it  was  
starting  to  erode.    In  the  West  End,  “the  totality  of  the  destruction  and  the  
ruthlessness  with  which  it  was  carried  out  engendered  such  feelings  that  the  
future  of  any  further  urban  renewal  projects  in  Boston  was  very  much  in  
doubt.”181  Hynes  learned  this  too  late:  He  lost  the  election  of  1959,  and  conflict  
over  urban  renewal  in  neighborhoods  such  as  Charlestown,  Allston,  and  
Brighton  only  escalated.    By  the  early  1960s,  there  was  “a  growing  and  bitter  
antagonism  between  the  Irish-­‐‑Catholic  residents  of  the  neighborhoods  and  the  
Irish-­‐‑Catholic  politicians  who  ran  city  government.”182    So  to  the  extent  that  there  
was  consensus  in  the  civic  life  of  Boston,  it  appears  to  have  occurred  in  the  mid-­‐‑
1950s  –  just  when  activists  on  Beacon  Hill  called  for  a  historic  district  there.  
Another  cluster  of  important  issues  surrounding  the  Beacon  Hill  effort  
concerns  the  relationship  between  government  and  private  property.    The  
decade  1955  to  1965  is  characterized  by  some  of  the  most  destructive  policies  to  
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historic  resources  in  the  United  States  –  largely  brought  on  by  unprecedented  
government  initiatives.    Slum  clearance,  urban  renewal,  and  highway  
construction  are  just  some  of  the  major  redevelopment  forces  that  would  not  be  
brought  to  heel  until  the  mid-­‐‑1960s  at  the  earliest,  following  the  passage  of  the  
National  Historic  Preservation  Act  in  1966.    At  the  same  time,  in  spite  of  this  
otherwise  difficult  context,  the  thoroughly  traditional  approach  to  carrying  out  
the  Beacon  Hill  program  seems  to  show  that  the  new  movement  could  succeed.    
Here,  neighborhood  activists  enlisted  a  previously  little-­‐‑used  power  of  local  
government  to  defend  private  property  rights  against  an  aggressive  federal  
power  that  increasingly  made  extensive  use  of  eminent  domain  
Property  rights  had  long  been  a  topic  for  dialogue  concerning  historic  
preservation  legislation.    As  noted  earlier,  an  earlier  generation  of  
preservationists  regarded  property  rights  as  sacrosanct  and  local  government  
actions  as  inherently  questionable.    Yet,  at  a  time  when  public  authorities  were  
using  eminent  domain  more  robustly  than  in  earlier  decades,  it  is  not  surprising  
to  find  people  who  may  have  otherwise  been  leery  of  bringing  more  government  
regulation  into  their  lives  now  reconsidering  their  positions,  as  a  defense  against  
other  branches  of  government.    Beacon  Hill  residents  noted  with  concern  the  
unprecedented  activities  taking  place  in  the  West  End.    State  and  local  
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government  recognition  of  the  architectural  significance  of  Beacon  Hill  seemed  to  
be  the  counterweight  the  neighborhood  needed  to  fend  off  any  possible  future  
intrusions.    Significantly,  when  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  
became  law  a  decade  later,  it  was  chiefly  concerned  with  providing  protection  
from  federal  undertakings  that  were  having  detrimental  impacts  on  historic  
resources.      
This  suspicion  of  government  (particularly  federal)  actions  can  be  read  in  
several  different  ways.  In  one  sense,  it  is  a  continuation  of  a  long  tradition  in  
American  political  thought,  privileging  the  state  and  local  over  the  federal.    At  
the  same  time,  one  may  see  this  implicit  critique  of  the  wisdom  of  monolithic  
federal  power  as  the  beginnings  of  a  crack  in  the  culture  of  consensus  during  the  
Cold  War  era.    In  retrospect,  latter-­‐‑day  observers  of  the  use  of  eminent  domain  
during  the  1950s  may  wonder  how  and  why  citizens  were  so  dutifully  obedient  
when  the  federal  bulldozer  came  to  their  neighborhood.183    Yet,  in  the  context  of  
the  times,  there  were  fewer  precedents  for  protesting  federal  power  than  today.    
In  the  wake  of  sweeping  centralized  efforts  to  combat  the  Depression,  prosecute  
the  Second  World  War,  and  stand  up  to  communism  during  the  Cold  War,  most  
American  saw  the  national  government  as  an  efficient  and  well-­‐‑managed  force  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
183  See  Martin  Anderson,  The  Federal  Bulldozer:  A  Critical  Analysis  of  Urban  Renewal,  1942-­‐‑1962  
(Cambridge:  MIT  Press,  1964).  
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that  could  and  should  be  used  to  accomplish  worthy  and  even  far-­‐‑reaching  
ends.184    This  assumption  underlay  the  “liberal  consensus”  of  the  time  and  
remained  in  place  until  the  Vietnam  War  and  the  Watergate  scandal  shook  public  
confidence  in  federal  power  to  the  core.  
Finally,  the  designation  of  the  Beacon  Hill  Historic  District  also  marks  a  
transition  in  the  perception  of  historic  buildings  –  from  philanthropically  
supported  restorations  to  economically  self-­‐‑sustaining  districts.    The  Society  for  
the  Preservation  of  New  England  Antiquities  initially  embodied  this  earlier  
approach,  originally  begun  in  Virginia  during  the  1850s  at  George  Washington’s  
Mount  Vernon  estate  and  continuing  to  today.    Yet  by  1956,  SPNEA  
acknowledged  that  “area  preservation”  is  different  from  a  “restored  community”  
in  permitting  “contemporary  use.”185    Thus,  alongside  the  older  view,  a  newer  
view  of  historic  buildings  was  gaining  ground,  seeing  them  as  functional  
elements  that  could  play  a  role  in  stabilizing  and  enhancing  the  economic  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
184  “Most  of  those  people  [of  the  1950s  who  went  along  with  the  demolition  of  the  West  End]  were  
mature  citizens  who  had  emerged  from  the  New  Deal  and  World  War  II  with  the  conviction  that  
government  was  a  benevolent  force  in  modern  society  and  could  be  trusted  to  do  the  right  thing.    
Public  programs  involving  such  enterprises  as  schools,  hospitals,  parks,  playgrounds,  sanitation,  
slum  clearance,  and  urban  redevelopment  were  generally  regarded  as  appropriate  areas  for  the  
kind  of  swift  and  effective  government  action  that  had  resuscitated  the  national  economy  and  
produced  victory  over  the  Axis  powers.”    O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  131.  
185  SPNEA,  “Area  Preservation  and  the  Beacon  Hill  Bill,  107-­‐‑108.    Colonial  Williamsburg  is  not  
mentioned  by  name,  but  as  the  most  famous  “restored  community”  in  the  United  States,  funded  
by  John  D.  Rockefeller,  it  would  have  been  well-­‐‑known  to  readers  of  Old-­‐‑Time  New  England.  
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foundations  of  a  larger  neighborhood.    By  1955,  Beacon  Hill  had  experienced  two  
major  economic  downturns  –  the  first  in  the  last  three  decades  of  the  nineteenth  
century  as  fashionable  people  embraced  newer  urban  neighborhoods  to  the  west  
and  south,  the  second  during  and  after  the  Great  Depression  when  the  future  of  
stable  urban  neighborhoods  was  by  no  means  ensured.    The  prominent  role  of  
John  Codman  in  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association  and  in  the  creation  and  
subsequent  leadership  of  the  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission  underlines  
this  point.    It  is  important  to  remember  that  the  Real  Estate  Board  nominated  him  
to  the  Commission.    In  1956,  SPNEA  acknowledged  approvingly  that  historic  
districting  efforts  “have  been  initiated  with  the  cooperation  of  businessmen  and  
chambers  of  commerce.”186    The  economic  argument  for  historic  preservation  was  
more  fully  developed  and  encouraged  during  the  1970s  when  federal  tax  credits  
became  available,  but  even  during  1950s  Boston  many  Beacon  Hill  
preservationists  thought  historic-­‐‑district  legislation  made  good  business  sense.  
Ultimately,  the  Beacon  Hill  effort  proved  to  be  a  pilot  project  for  
neighborhood  preservation  that  was  now  institutionalized  within  city  
government  and  would  grow.    The  state  legislature  in  1955  also  created  an  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
186  SPNEA,  “Area  Preservation  and  the  Beacon  Hill  Bill,  107-­‐‑108.  
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historic  district  on  Nantucket.187    Additional  special  acts  created  the  Lexington  
and  Concord  historic  districts  in  1956  and  1960,  respectively.188    More  
significantly,  in  the  latter  year  the  legislature  adopted  a  statewide  enabling  act  
providing  a  legal  framework  for  other  Massachusetts  communities  wishing  to  
enact  their  own  local  district  ordinances.189    Other  neighborhoods  in  Boston  as  
well  as  in  additional  communities  in  the  Commonwealth  subsequently  made  use  
of  this  new  provision.190    In  Rhode  Island,  lawmakers  adopted  enabling  
legislation  in  1960  that  allowed  Providence  to  create  the  College  Hill  historic  
district  the  following  year.191    Moreover,  Northern  cities  beyond  New  England  
continued  this  trend,  most  especially  New  York  and  Philadelphia.192    Not  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
187  1955  Chapter  0601.  An  Act  Establishing  An  Historic  Districts  Commission  For  The  Town  Of  
Nantucket  And  Defining  Its  Powers  And  Duties,  And  Establishing  Historic  Districts  In  The  Town  
Of  Nantucket.  
188  1956  House  Bill  3040.  An  Act  Establishing  An  Historic  Districts  Commission  For  The  Town  Of  
Lexington  And  Defining  Its  Powers  And  Duties,  And  Establishing  Historic  Districts  In  The  Town  
Of  Lexington;  1960  Chap.  0345.  An  Act  Establishing  An  Historic  Districts  Commission  For  The  
Town  of  Concord  And  Defining  Its  Powers  And  Duties,  Establishing  Historic  Districts  In  The  
Town  of  Concord,  And  Providing  For  Historic  Zoning  Districts.  
189  1960  Chap.  0372.  An  Act  To  Authorize  The  Establishment  Of  Historic  Districts  In  The  
Commonwealth.  
190  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission,  Establishing  Local  Historic  Districts  (Boston:  
Massachusetts  Historical  Commission,  2007),  4;    
191  Similarly,  the  Connecticut  legislature  adopted  enabling  legislation  for  historic  districts  in  1961.    
Jane  Holtz  Kay  with  Pauline  Chase-­‐‑Harrell,  Preserving  New  England  (New  York:  Pantheon  Books,  
1986),  48,  98-­‐‑99.    In  New  Hampshire,  the  first  historic  district  was  established  in  Rye  in  1966.  
Elizabeth  H.  Muzzey,  advisor,  Local  Historic  Districts  of  New  Hampshire:  With  Their  Historic  District  
Commissions  and  Heritage  Commissions  (Plymouth  State  University,  2012),  3.  
192  In  New  York,  preservationists  in  Brooklyn  Heights  during  the  early  1960s  knew  about  and  
admired  the  example  of  Beacon  Hill  and  the  role  of  John  Codman.    Heights  residents  drafted  an  
ordinance  and  pushed  for  an  historic  district  based  on  the  Boston  model,  but  they  had  to  wait  
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insignificantly,  this  impulse  to  empower  neighborhoods  developed  in  decades  
since  the  1960s  beyond  historic  preservation  concerns  to  encompass  Community  
Development  Block  Grants,  conservation  zones,  and  enterprise  zones  –  further  
recognition  by  government  that  neighborhoods  have  complex  ecologies  that  
when  nurtured  benefit  the  city  as  a  whole.  
Thus  we  see  a  jumble  of  seemingly  paradoxical  impulses  –  Progressivism  
harnessed  to  preservation,  Southern  approaches  to  managing  a  Northern  urban  
area,  conservative  strategies  enlisted  to  protest  Eisenhower-­‐‑era  policies,  growing  
acceptance  of  government’s  police  power  and  rejection  of  eminent  domain,  the  
increasing  suspicion  of  federal  power  while  local  government  stretches  its  wings,  
as  well  as  the  simultaneous  valuing  of  historic  buildings  as  sacrosanct  cultural  
objects  and  sensible  real  estate  investments.    Stewart  Brand  has  called  historic  
preservation  “a  quiet,  populist,  conservative,  victorious  revolution,”  a  
“movement,  which  swept  seemingly  out  of  nowhere  in  the  1970s  and  1980s  to  
reverse  everything  that  had  been  done  to  the  built  environment  in  the  1950s  and  
1960s.”193    Yet  local  historic  preservation  efforts  had  an  incubation  period  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
until  after  the  City  of  New  York  adopted  a  citywide  landmarks  preservation  law  in  1965.    The  
effort  in  Boston  for  a  citywide  preservation  ordinance  –  accomplished  in  1975  –  is  the  subject  of  a  
subsequent  chapter  of  this  dissertation.  Wood,  Preserving  New  York,  214,  242,  291,  293,  320.  
193  Stewart  Brand,  How  Buildings  Learn:  What  Happens  After  They’re  Built  (New  York:  Penguin  
Books,  1994),  88.  
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decades  before  their  emergence  onto  the  national  scene.    Born  in  the  South,  they  
found  acceptance  on  Beacon  Hill  during  a  distinctive  interregnum  in  the  public  
and  civic  culture  of  the  United  States,  partway  between  their  Progressive-­‐‑era  




2.    “Please  Leave  Commonwealth  Avenue  Alone”:    The  Battle  For  the  Back  Bay,  
1962-­‐‑1967  
  
In  some  respects,  the  effort  to  designate  Boston’s  second  locally  controlled  
historic  district  –  in  the  Back  Bay  –  proceeded  in  a  similar  way  to  the  drive  a  
decade  earlier  to  designate  Beacon  Hill.    Both  movements  arose  to  counter  an  
activist  city  government  seeking  to  accomplish  significant  change.    Both  
campaigns  benefited  from  strong  neighborhood  associations  with  capable  and  
savvy  leaders  and  wide  support,  championing  the  designation  efforts.    In  some  
cases,  they  even  shared  leadership.    And  both  ultimately  succeeded  through  the  
actions  of  the  state  legislature.  
At  the  same  time,  however,  significant  differences  separated  the  two.    
First,  while  the  effort  to  designate  the  Beacon  Hill  historic  district  was  
characterized  by  a  steady  march  to  build  consensus,  the  unrolling  of  events  in  
the  Back  Bay  was  more  contentious.    Secondly,  while  publicly  funded  urban  
renewal  –  and  the  government’s  power  of  eminent  domain  –  formed  the  
backdrop  for  the  Beacon  Hill  effort,  private  development  on  privately  owned  
land  was  at  stake  in  the  Back  Bay.    Thirdly,  while  the  perceived  threat  to  Beacon  
Hill  loomed  across  Cambridge  Street  in  an  adjacent  area  of  the  city  (the  West  
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End),  the  apparent  threat  to  the  Back  Bay  was  directly  in  the  heart  of  the  
neighborhood’s  most  cherished  asset,  Commonwealth  Avenue.  Finally,  while  
Beacon  Hill  advocates  went  directly  to  the  state  legislature  to  accomplish  their  
goals,  Back  Bay  preservationists  tried  a  new  route  –  through  the  Boston  City  
Council,  testing  the  new  enabling  legislation  of  1960  allowing  municipalities  
themselves  to  establish  their  own  historic  districts.  
Today,  the  Back  Bay  is  one  of  Boston’s  most  expensive,  attractive,  and  
well-­‐‑preserved  neighborhoods,  featuring  properties  that  set  records  for  prices  in  
luxury  housing  (figure  2.1).194    But  the  currently  booming  Back  Bay  was  not  at  all  
a  foregone  conclusion.    Like  many  urban  neighborhoods,  the  Back  Bay  has  
experienced  considerable  ups  and  downs.    Indeed,  during  the  1950s  and  60s,  
Boston  and  the  Back  Bay  were  facing  difficulties,  and  the  political  and  business  
leaders  –  and  residents  -­‐‑-­‐‑  in  the  city  and  state  argued  over  the  area’s  future.    
Some  sort  of  renewal  of  the  city  was  needed,  but  what  was  to  be  done?    This  
chapter  examines  the  controversy  during  the  mid-­‐‑1960s  over  whether  to  allow  
for  the  construction  of  high-­‐‑rise  buildings  in  the  Back  Bay  or  to  create  an  historic  
district  there  to  conserve  its  existing  low-­‐‑rise  scale.    Several  aspects  of  this  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
194  Thomas  Grillo,  “Back  Bay  ranks  fifth  for  luxury  sales  in  US,”  Boston  Business  Journal,  May  15,  
2013;  Marni  Elyse  Katz,  “Back  Bay  has  long  since  returned  to  its  original  glory,”  Boston  Globe,  
April  27,  2014.  
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controversy  are  notable.    Most  strikingly,  it  is  complicated,  with  many  twists  and  
turns  along  the  way  before  matters  were  resolved.    Additionally,  principal  
arguments  on  both  sides  of  the  question  largely  dwelt  on  economic  issues.    And  
lastly,  it  is  exceptionally  well-­‐‑documented,  thanks  to  extensive  verbatim  
transcripts  of  the  many  city  public  hearings  held  between  1963  and  1965,  
providing  helpful  material  for  assessing  the  historic-­‐‑districting  effort  as  a  social  
movement.    Consequently,  this  chapter  begins  with  a  brief  historical  introduction  
to  the  Back  Bay,  including  a  discussion  of  planning  and  development  issues  in  
Boston  during  the  1960s.    Following  this  is  a  close-­‐‑grained  account  of  events  from  
1962,  when  Mayor  John  Collins  first  pushed  to  remove  an  existing  height  
restriction  on  Commonwealth  Avenue,  to  1967,  when  the  Back  Bay  Architectural  
Commission  was  officially  seated.    The  concluding  analysis  will  examine  both  
the  arguments  for  high-­‐‑rises  and  for  historic  districting  as  well  as  the  character  of  
this  effort  as  a  social  movement.    
The  Back  Bay  was  originally  a  large,  shallow  body  of  water,  a  widening  of  
the  Charles  River  estuary  located  west  of  or  “behind”  the  Shawmut  peninsula  
(when  looking  at  the  town  from  the  harbor  side),  hence  the  name  Back  Bay.    By  
the  early  nineteenth  century,  various  development  projects  began  to  take  
advantage  of  the  area.    The  promise  of  hydropower  prompted  Uriah  Cotting  of  
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the  Boston  and  Roxbury  Mill  Corporation  to  seek  and  obtain  permission  during  
the  1810s  to  construct  a  one-­‐‑and-­‐‑a-­‐‑half-­‐‑mile-­‐‑long  milldam,  extending  from  
Charles  Street  to  what  is  now  Kenmore  Square.    This  structure,  impounding  
water  south  to  Boston  neck,  became  functional  in  1821.    An  additional  Cross  
Dam  running  perpendicular  to  it  (near  what  is  now  Massachusetts  Avenue)  
subdivided  the  reservoir  into  two  bodies  of  water,  a  Full  Basin  to  the  west,  which  
was  filled  at  high  tide  by  opening  gates,  and  a  Receiving  Basin  to  the  east,  which  
was  similarly  emptied  at  low  tide  by  sluiceways.    The  resulting  difference  in  
water  levels  was  intended  to  provide  continuous  power  for  81  envisioned  mills.    
But  reality  proved  disappointing.    The  project  failed  to  attract  as  many  mills  as  
intended,  and  it  was  not  profitable.    Additionally,  sewer  outlets  poured  into  the  
Back  Bay,  and  the  milldam  prevented  cleansing  tides  from  washing  away  the  
filth.    The  resulting  stink  became  noticeable  to  residents  in  the  city.195  
By  the  1830s,  a  new  program  of  industrial  construction  transformed  the  
area.    Entrepreneurs  formed  railroad  companies  in  1831  intending  to  link  Boston  
west  to  Worcester  and  south  to  Providence,  and  engineers  planned  causeways  
across  the  Back  Bay.    Defenders  of  the  earlier  waterpower  project,  attempting  to  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
195  William  A.  Newman  and  Wilfred  E.  Holton,  Boston’s  Back  Bay:  The  Story  of  America’s  Greatest  
Nineteenth-­‐‑Century  Landfill  Project  (Boston:  Northeastern  University  Press,  2006),  23-­‐‑36;  Seasholes,  
Gaining  Ground,  155-­‐‑160.  
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protect  the  ability  of  the  basins  to  receive  and  discharge  water,  fought  the  new  
proposal  in  court,  but  they  lost.  Construction  crews  built  the  causeways,  and  rail  
service  opened  in  the  mid-­‐‑1830s.    As  with  the  milldam,  the  causeways  further  
blocked  the  evacuation  of  sewage,  exacerbating  pollution  problems  in  Boston.196  
During  the  following  decade,  these  environmental  conditions  joined  with  
other  factors  to  prompt  public  officials  to  act.    New  arrivals  were  flooding  into  
Boston,  especially  poor  Irish  immigrants  fleeing  famine  in  their  homeland,  
resulting  in  overcrowded  living  conditions  on  the  original  peninsula  of  Boston  
neck.    With  the  new  railroads,  some  men  of  means  began  to  commute  into  the  
city  from  comfortable  suburban  villas,  and  civic  leaders  in  the  city  feared  the  
result  if  these  trends  continued.    Protestant  Yankees,  long  wary  of  Roman  
Catholics,  increasingly  embraced  nativist  ideology  by  the  1850s.197    Eager  to  
retain  taxpaying,  resident  homeowners,  the  city  and  state  formulated  a  plan  to  
fill  in  and  build  upon  the  Back  Bay.      
The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  oversaw  the  project,  bringing  in  fill  
from  the  suburbs  through  the  1860s  and  into  the  1870s  (figure  2.2).    A  grid  of  
streets,  believed  to  be  the  work  of  architect  Arthur  Gilman,  transformed  the  area  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
196  Newman  and  Holton,  Boston’s  Back  Bay,  36-­‐‑40;  Seasholes,  Gaining  Ground,  167-­‐‑169.  
197  Newman  and  Holton,  Boston’s  Back  Bay,  43-­‐‑50.  
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into  one  of  the  most  rationally  planned  areas  of  Boston.198    The  existing  milldam  
became  Beacon  Street,  connecting  the  Boston  Public  Garden  on  the  east  and  the  
Brookline  shore  on  the  west.    Parallel  east-­‐‑west  rights-­‐‑of-­‐‑way  included  
Marlborough  Street  and  Commonwealth  Avenue,  the  latter  a  wide  Parisian-­‐‑style  
boulevard  with  a  landscaped  median.    Perpendicular  to  these  were  a  series  of  
north-­‐‑south  streets,  conveniently  named  in  alphabetical  order  beginning  at  the  
eastern  end  of  the  neighborhood  facing  the  public  garden  and  proceeding  west:  
Arlington,  Berkeley,  Clarendon,  Dartmouth,  Exeter,  Fairfield,  Gloucester,  and  
Hereford  Streets.199    In  order  to  lend  stability  to  a  rapidly  changing  city  that  had  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
198  Scholars  agree  that  the  plan  for  the  Back  Bay  derived  from  some  sort  of  European  inspiration,  
though  they  part  company  in  attempting  to  attribute  a  particular  national  influence.    For  
Bainbridge  Bunting,  “the  derivation  of  the  Back  Bay  plan  is  unmistakably  French.  .  .  Although  the  
American  version  is  more  modest  than  and  in  many  ways  different  from  contemporary  work  in  
France,  it  seems  clear  that  these  Boston  streets  were  inspired  by  the  famous  boulevard  system  just  
then  being  built  in  Paris  for  Emperor  Louis  Napoleon  by  the  Baron  Haussmann.”  Bainbridge  
Bunting,  Houses  of  Boston’s  Back  Bay:  An  Architectural  History,  1840-­‐‑1917  (Cambridge:  Harvard  
University  Press,  1967),  67-­‐‑68;  Mona  Domosh  finds  the  theory  of  French  origins  unconvincing,  
however,  since  “[t]he  Parisian  model  of  boulevards  .  .  .  was  based  more  on  the  Baroque  notion  of  
a  star  shaped  pattern  than  a  grid  pattern  .  .  .”    Instead,  she  suggests  that  “Gilman’s  plan  for  the  
Back  Bay  was  based  on  English  precedents.    Gilman  apparently  formulated  the  plan  while  on  a  
visit  to  England,  where  he  was  shown  around  the  city  of  London  by  several  of  its  more  famous  
architects.”  Mona  Domosh,  Invented  Cities:  The  Creation  of  Landscape  in  Nineteenth-­‐‑Century  New  
York  and  Boston  (New  Haven:  Yale  University  Press,  1996),  110;  Roger  Reed  acknowledges  that  
Gilman  traveled  in  both  Britain  and  France,  and  met  architects  in  both  countries,  but  “Gilman’s  
concept  [for  the  Back  Bay  plan]  was  based  on  the  approach  taken  by  Baron  Haussmann,  who  was  
then  supervising  the  reconstruction  of  much  of  Paris  under  Louis-­‐‑Napoléon.”  (Roger  Reed,  
Building  Victorian  Boston:  The  Architecture  of  Gridley  J.F.  Bryant  (University  of  Massachusetts  Press,  
2006),  124.  
199  Newman  and  Holton  provide  the  definitive  account  of  filling  process  in  Boston’s  Back  Bay  
(chapters  3,  4,  and  5);  see  also  Walter  Muir  Whitehill,  “The  Filling  of  the  Back  Bay,”  in  Boston:  A  
Topographical  History  (Cambridge:  Harvard  University  Press,  1959;  Bainbridge  Bunting,  “The  Back  
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as  yet  no  zoning,  the  Commonwealth  sold  the  lots  with  restrictive  covenants,  
legal  stipulations  that  ran  with  the  land,  restricting  both  the  physical  form  of  
buildings  erected  there  and  the  uses  to  which  they  could  be  put.200      
The  neighborhood  proved  a  success,  as  prosperous  families  rapidly  
bought  up  this  new  land,  bidding  up  prices  and  building  fashionable  new  
Victorian  houses  (figure  2.3).    Typically  most  houses  were  no  more  than  five  
stories,  including  a  raised  basement  and  an  attic,  with  only  church  steeples  rising  
above  a  uniform  cornice  line  to  break  the  skyline.201    Additionally,  prestigious  
cultural  institutions,  such  as  the  Museum  of  Natural  History  (1861-­‐‑1864),  the  
Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology  (1863-­‐‑1866),  the  Museum  of  Fine  Arts  
(1876),  and  the  Boston  Public  Library  (1888-­‐‑1895)  found  a  congenial  home  in  the  
Back  Bay.202    This  was  the  neighborhood  that  American  author  William  Dean  
Howells  sketched  out  in  his  1885  novel,  The  Rise  of  Silas  Lapham,  which  described  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Bay  Area  as  an  Example  of  City  Planning,”  in  Houses  of  Boston’s  Back  Bay:  An  Architectural  History,  
1840-­‐‑1917  (Cambridge:  Harvard  University  Press,  1967),  passim.;  Douglas  Shand-­‐‑Tucci,  Built  in  
Boston:  City  and  Suburb,  1800-­‐‑2000  (Amherst:  University  of  Massachusetts  Press,  1999),  38.  
200  Bunting,  Houses  of  Boston’s  Back  Bay,  391-­‐‑392;  Michael  Holleran,  “Boston’s  “Changeful  Times”:  
Origins  of  Preservation  and  Planning  in  America  (Baltimore:  Johns  Hopkins  University  Press,  1998),  
72,  168.  
201  Bunting,  Houses  of  Boston’s  Back  Bay,  passim.;  Harriet  Ropes  Cabot  and  Walter  Muir  Whitehill,  
Back  Bay  Churches  &  Public  Buildings:  An  Album  of  Nineteenth-­‐‑Century  Photographs  Chiefly  from  the  
Collection  of  the  Bostonian  Society  (Boston:  Bostonian  Society,  1967),  passim.  
202  Keith  N.  Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts:  Metropolitan  Boston  (Charlottesville:  University  of  
Virginia  Press,  2009),  155,  163,  164;  Shand-­‐‑Tucci,  Buildings  of  Boston,  39,  41,  47,  50,  132,  136-­‐‑143;  for  
an  authoritative  analysis  of  the  Boston  Public  Library,  see  William  H.  Jordy,  American  Buildings  
and  Their  Architects,  Volume  4:  Progressive  and  Academic  Ideals  at  the  Turn  of  the  Twentieth  Century  
(New  York  and  Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  1972),  314-­‐‑375.  
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the  halting  efforts  of  a  self-­‐‑made,  Gilded-­‐‑Age  millionaire  to  build  a  house  there,  
enter  the  world  of  high  society,  and  marry  one  of  his  daughters  into  an  old-­‐‑
money,  Beacon-­‐‑Hill  family.203    Geographer  Mona  Domosh  sees  the  creation  of  the  
Back  Bay  as  an  act  of  collective  self-­‐‑representation  on  the  part  of  the  Boston  
upper  class.204  
The  creation  of  this  new  neighborhood  proved  mostly  successful  but  not  
unchanging.    A  controversy  erupted  in  1895  when  developer  W.  H.  H.  Newman  
built  at  29  Commonwealth  Avenue  (at  the  corner  of  Berkeley  Street)  a  nine-­‐‑story  
apartment  building,  Haddon  Hall,  which  was  considerably  taller  than  any  in  the  
neighborhood  at  116  feet  (figure  2.4).205    While  the  new  structure  conformed  to  
the  recently  enacted  statewide  building  height  restriction  of  125  feet  (enacted  in  
1891),  many  residents  felt  that  this  was  too  tall  for  the  Back  Bay.    Consequently,  
they  spoke  out  against  the  obtrusive  structure  and  prevailed  upon  the  state  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
203  The  Rise  of  Silas  Lapham  was  first  published  serially  in  1884  and  1885.    Lapham  and  his  family  
live  in  the  South  End,  in  comfortable  if  less  fashionable  circumstances  than  the  Back  Bay  or  
Beacon  Hill.    His  wife  has  no  particular  interest  in  moving,  but  for  Lapham  the  construction  of  
the  house  on  “the  New  Land”  “on  the  water  side  of  Beacon  Street”  represents  his  ambitions  for  
the  family,  a  material  expression  of  his  success.    At  intermittent  points  through  the  story,  Lapham  
and  various  family  members  visit  the  construction  site  to  assess  the  progress  of  the  project  and  to  
reflect  on  what  moving  there  might  be  like.    Beacon  Hill  serves  in  the  novel  as  the  setting  for  the  
aristocratic  home  of  a  young  man  with  whom  one  of  Lapham’s  daughters  has  become  connected.    
William  Dean  Howells,  The  Rise  of  Silas  Lapham  (New  York:  W.  W.  Norton  &  Co.,  1982),  17,  20.    
Plans  for  the  house  are  extensively  discussed  in  chapter  3  (34-­‐‑38).  
204  Domosh,  Invented  Cities,  2-­‐‑3,  8-­‐‑12,  25-­‐‑33,  99-­‐‑126.  
205  Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts,  153;  Shand-­‐‑Tucci,  Buildings  of  Boston,  105-­‐‑106;  Holleran,  
Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”  168-­‐‑171.  
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legislature  in  1896  to  empower  the  Boston  Parks  Commission,  which  already  
enforced  a  70-­‐‑foot  height  restriction  in  front  of  new  parks,  to  do  so  adjacent  to  
existing  parks,  such  as  the  green  median  of  Commonwealth  Avenue.    Once  
vested  with  this  authority,  the  Parks  Commission  lost  no  time  in  enforcing  the  
desired  height  restriction  there.206      
Another  controversy  began  the  next  year  when  other  developers  near  
Copley  Square  planned  a  ten-­‐‑story  building,  Westminster  Chambers,  at  120  feet  
tall,  also  technically  within  the  125-­‐‑foot  limit  of  1891.    Objectors,  including  
representatives  of  three  important  institutions  nearby  –  the  Boston  Public  
Library,  the  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology,  and  the  Museum  of  Fine  Arts    
-­‐‑-­‐‑  petitioned  the  legislature  to  act.    When  that  body  adopted  a  90-­‐‑foot  height  
restriction  south  of  Copley  Square,  the  developers  challenged  the  new  law  in  a  
case  that  ultimately  rose  to  the  U.  S.  Supreme  Court.    There  the  justices  upheld  
the  state’s  action,  and  by  extension  the  legal  authority  of  public  agencies  to  
regulate  the  height  of  private  buildings.    The  developer  was  forced  to  come  into  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
206  According  to  the  act  of  the  state  legislature,  the  70-­‐‑foot  building  height  restriction  along  public  
parks  was  rooted  in  the  principle  of  eminent  domain.    Theoretically,  builders  could  apply  to  the  
state  for  just  compensation  for  the  “taking”  of  their  ability  to  construct  taller  buildings.    In  
practice,  “Haddon  Hall  opened  in  the  midst  of  a  depression  and  at  first  paid  no  dividends,”  thus  
rendering  moot  any  credible  argument  that  the  developers  had  lost  anything  of  value.    Holleran,  
Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”172-­‐‑173.      
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compliance,  while  the  legal  ruling  set  an  important  precedent,  strengthening  the  
hand  of  public  entities  to  enact  height  restrictions  governing  private  property.207  
With  these  cases  concerning  the  heights  of  particular  buildings  in  the  Back  
Bay  resolved  and  the  legal  principles  undergirding  their  regulation  affirmed,  the  
legislature  turned  to  a  more  systematic  approach.    In  1904  they  adopted  an  act  
permitting  the  mayor  of  Boston  to  appoint  a  three-­‐‑member  commission  to  
delineate  height  districts  around  the  city.    The  results  of  that  board’s  work  was  a  
two-­‐‑district  map  of  Boston,  consisting  of  district  A  allowing  for  125-­‐‑foot  tall  
commercial  buildings  and  district  B  permitting  80-­‐‑foot  high  residential  
structures.    Beacon  Hill  and  the  Back  Bay  were  in  the  latter  zone.    But  property  
owners  along  Boylston  Street  and  Huntington  Avenue  –  two  of  the  developing  
commercial  thoroughfares  –  were  not  happy  about  being  lumped  in  the  80-­‐‑foot  
zone.    They  prevailed  upon  lawmakers  to  create  another  commission  to  redraw  
the  lines  between  the  two  districts,  and  in  1916  they  saw  the  line  drawn  right  
down  the  middle  of  Boylston  Street  as  areas  to  the  south,  including  the  South  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
207  The  flap  over  Westminster  Chambers  was  also  “the  first  height-­‐‑restriction  effort  to  be  directed  
at  a  building  while  it  was  still  under  construction.”    Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”  174.    
Individual  opponents  signed  petitions  listing  over  three  thousand  signatures.    For  the  cultural  
institutions  around  Copley  Square,  inappropriate  development  threatened  the  sanctity  of  the  area  
as  a  suitable  permanent  home  for  high  culture  in  the  city.    Even  when  the  building  height  
restriction  was  enforced,  the  Museum  of  Fine  Arts  ultimately  moved  to  the  Fenway.    The  




End,  shift  from  the  more  restrictive  district  B  to  the  less  restrictive  district  A.    In  
short,  the  scope  of  a  residential  and  relatively  low-­‐‑rise  Back  Bay  was  shrinking.208  
    The  way  people  moved  about  the  city  was  also  putting  pressure  on  the  
Back  Bay.    Boylston  Street  merchants,  concerned  that  Boston’s  new  subway  along  
the  Common  would  concentrate  shoppers  there  to  the  detriment  of  the  Back  Bay,  
agitated  heavily  for  a  station  at  Arlington  Street.209    This  was  eventually  extended  
to  Copley  Square  and  to  Massachusetts  Avenue,  thus  providing  the  Boylston  
Street  area  in  the  Back  Bay  with  three  stops.    Somewhat  different  in  its  effects  
was  the  automobile,  which  initially  was  a  luxury  item  but  gradually  became  
more  popular  during  the  1910s  and  20s.    It  brought  noise  and  smoke  to  the  city  
and  provided  a  means  of  leaving  urban  areas  and  accessing  rapidly  growing  new  
green  suburbs  such  as  Brookline  and  Newton.      
Finally,  another  instigator  for  change  was  the  Great  Depression.    The  Back  
Bay  was  conceived  as  an  upper-­‐‑class  neighborhood  where  big  townhouses  
provided  dignified  architectural  settings  for  substantial  families  to  entertain  –  
and  to  provide  housing  and  work  spaces  for  the  servants  necessary  for  this  kind  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
208  Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”  248-­‐‑257.    “Boylston  Street,  almost  entirely  residential  in  
the  late  1880s,  had  become  a  commercial  district  advertised  as  ‘Boston’s  Fifth  Avenue’  ten  years  
later.”  Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”  250.    Developers  such  as  Frederick  O.  Woodruff  and  
Clarence  H.  Backall  assumed  that  all  of  the  Back  Bay  would  eventually  become  a  business  district.    
Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”  255.  
209  Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”  253-­‐‑254.  
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of  living.    While  some  families  held  on  through  the  economic  privations  of  the  
1930s,  many  sold  their  big  houses  in  the  Back  Bay  to  landlords  who  altered  them  
for  apartments,  rooming  houses,  and  dormitories.210    By  the  post  World  War  II  
era,  the  Back  Bay  continued  to  face  problems.    The  once-­‐‑fashionable  
neighborhood  saw  an  outflow  of  residents  to  the  suburbs.    Prostitutes  walked  
Marlborough  Street,  and  respectable  neighborhood  residents  did  not  go  out  at  
night.211      
At  the  same  time,  1960  brought  a  new  mayor  to  Boston,  John  F.  Collins.212    
His  predecessor,  John  B.  Hynes,  sought  to  employ  a  strategy  of  large-­‐‑scale  urban  
renewal  in  Boston  by  demolishing  most  of  the  buildings  in  the  West  End,  which  
an  emerging  pro-­‐‑growth  coalition  of  developers,  retailers,  and  politicians  
considered  a  slum.    That  effort  had  proven  to  be  more  difficult  to  execute  than  
originally  planned.    Mayor  Collins  consequently  promised  at  his  inauguration  to  
continue  efforts  to  improve  the  city,  while  delegating  executive  authority  for  
Boston’s  urban  renewal  program  to  a  new  redevelopment  administrator.    For  this  
office  Collins  soon  recruited  Edward  J.  Logue,  a  planner  from  New  Haven,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
210  William  Newman  and  Wilfred  E.  Holton.  Boston’s  Back  Bay:  The  Story  of  America’s  Greatest  
Nineteenth-­‐‑Century  Landfill  Project  (Boston:  Northeastern  University  Press,  2007),  189-­‐‑190.  
211  “Back  Bay:  Fifty  Years  of  Preservation  and  Progress”  (video),  on  the  YouTube  channel  of  the  
Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay:  http://www.youtube.com/user/NABackBay.  
212  For  the  Collins  campaign  for  mayor,  see  Thomas  H.  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston:  Politics  
and  Urban  Renewal,  1950  to  1970  (Boston:  Northeastern  University  Press,  1993),  154-­‐‑161.  
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Connecticut,  to  head  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA),  an  agency  that  
absorbed  the  role  of  the  Boston  Planning  Board  and  included  significant  powers  
to  instigate  as  well  as  regulate  development.213      
In  addition  to  reviving  the  rebuilding  of  the  West  End,  Logue  and  Collins  
turned  to  an  industrial  area  of  the  city  between  the  Back  Bay  and  the  South  End,  
the  disused  Boston  and  Albany  rail  yards.    During  the  previous  mayoral  
administration,  the  City  and  the  Prudential  Insurance  Company  carefully  
negotiated  a  deal  allowing  the  corporation  to  build  a  large  complex  of  buildings  
on  this  site  while  receiving  favorable  tax  treatment  from  the  City.    But  during  the  
transition  from  Mayor  Hynes  to  Mayor  Collins,  the  Massachusetts  Supreme  
Judicial  Court  ruled  that  that  carefully  crafted  arrangement  did  not  pass  
constitutional  muster.    Prudential  threatened  to  pull  out  of  the  deal  altogether  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
213  The  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  was  created  in  1957  by  an  act  of  the  state  legislature.    Its  
first  chairman  was  Joseph  Lund,  an  officer  in  a  real  estate  firm,  and  as  noted  in  the  previous  
chapter  a  panelist  at  a  public  hearing  about  the  Beacon  Hill  Bill,  an  active  member  of  the  Beacon  
Hill  Civic  Association,  and  a  proponent  of  the  Bullerjahn  plan  for  70-­‐‑72  Mount  Vernon  Street.    
The  BRA  took  over  from  the  Boston  Housing  Authority  to  carry  out  the  West  End  project.    
O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  127;  Lawrence  W.  Kennedy,  Planning  the  City  Upon  a  Hill:  Boston  
Since  1630  (Amherst:  University  of  Massachusetts  Press,  1992),  161.    The  Planning  Board  was  
abolished  by  the  legislature  in  1960,  and  the  BRA  took  over  its  functions.    Kennedy,  Planning  the  
City  Upon  a  Hill,  172.    On  Mayor  Collins  and  Ed  Logue,  see  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  163,  
194-­‐‑197;  Kennedy,  Planning  the  City  Upon  a  Hill,  169-­‐‑175.    Logue  was  born  in  Philadelphia  and  
educated  at  Yale  College  and  Yale  Law  School.    “[I]n  1954,  he  became  development  administrator  
of  the  city  of  New  Haven,  where  he  worked  until  John  Collins  called  him  to  Boston  in  1960.”    
Once  arriving,  he  “lived  on  West  Cedar  Street  on  Beacon  Hill.”    He  “was  often  criticized  for  the  
wholesale  razing  of  the  West  End  -­‐‑  even  though  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  it.    That  neighborhood  
was  cleared  for  renewal  before  Mr.  Logue  arrived  in  Boston.”    Edgar  J.  Driscoll,  Jr.,  “Edward  
Logue  is  Dead;  Gave  Boston  a  New  Face,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  28,  2000,  A  1.  
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unless  the  City  could  provide  firm  assurances  that  city  taxes  would  not  become  
unmanageably  high.    Salvaging  this  deal  thus  became  one  of  the  first  major  
priorities  of  the  Collins  administration.    The  new  mayor  thought  that  the  railroad  
yards  could  be  considered  “blighted”  by  federal  urban-­‐‑renewal  criteria,  thus  
allowing  the  City  to  access  funds  previously  not  considered.    A  proposal  to  that  
effect  received  a  positive  review  from  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court,  and  
henceforth  the  deal  to  build  the  Prudential  Center  was  revived.    This  complex  
included  a  planned  743-­‐‑foot-­‐‑tall  office  tower  designed  by  Charles  Luckman.    Yet  
in  spite  of  its  great  height  –  by  far  the  tallest  in  the  city  of  Boston  –  it  did  not  
arouse  strong  or  widespread  opposition  in  Boston,  probably  because  of  its  
context  on  an  unappealing  industrial  site  at  the  very  margins  of  any  residential  
neighborhood.214  
    Yet  a  new  threat  at  the  very  heart  of  the  Back  Bay  was  another  matter.    
Shortly  after  reigniting  the  Prudential  Center  development,  Mayor  Collins  
turned  to  the  future  of  Commonwealth  Avenue,  the  elegant  linear  park  that  still  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
214  While  most  Bostonians  did  not  protest  the  Prudential  Center,  many  suburbanites  in  Newton  
were  very  much  opposed  to  the  project’s  inclusion  of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Extension,  
which  cut  a  broad  swath  through  that  community.    The  authoritative  work  on  the  Prudential  
Center  is  Elihu  Rubin,  Insuring  the  City:  The  Prudential  Center  and  the  Postwar  Urban  Landscape  
(New  Haven  and  London:  Yale  University  Press,  2012);  see  also  Walter  Muir  Whitehill  and  
Lawrence  W.  Kennedy,  Boston:  A  Topographical  History  (Cambridge:  Harvard  University  Press,  
2000),  191-­‐‑192;  Lawrence  W.  Kennedy,  Planning  the  City  Upon  a  Hill:  Boston  Since  1630  (Amherst:  
University  of  Massachusetts  Press,  1992),  170-­‐‑171;  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  172-­‐‑179.  
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had  the  70-­‐‑foot  height  restriction  enacted  in  the  1896.215    In  August  1962,  Mayor  
Collins  sent  a  detailed  letter  to  the  Boston  Parks  and  Recreation  Commission  (as  
the  former  Parks  Commission  was  now  known),  making  a  case  that  the  old  
restriction  should  be  repealed.    Such  a  move,  Mayor  Collins  stated,  “is  essential  
to  prevent  the  further  deterioration  of  this  intrinsically  important  and  valuable  
area,  by  making  economically  feasible  and  physically  possible  the  replacement  of  
obsolescent  structures  on  Commonwealth  Avenue.”    Characterizing  the  current  
regulations  as  “outmoded  and  unnecessary,”  he  urged  the  Commission  to  move  
quickly  to  abolish  the  unwanted  provisions.216    Four  days  later,  one  of  the  
Commissioners,  Martin  F.  Walsh,  responded  favorably  to  the  Mayor’s  request:  
“You  may  be  assured  that  the  Commission  are  vitally  interested  in  your  plans  for  
the  Avenue  and  only  too  happy  to  cooperate  with  you  in  every  way  possible.”217    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
215  Joseph  A.  Keblinsky,  “Save  Commonwealth  Av.  From  ‘The  Dumps’—Collins,”  Boston  Globe,  
July  29,  1962,  A  4.  
216  Letter,  Aug.  2,  1962,  from  Mayor  John  F.  Collins  to  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Commission  of  
the  City  of  Boston.    Papers  of  John  F.  Collins,  Parks  and  Recreation,  Box  158.    City  of  Boston  
Archives.  
217  Letter,  Aug.  6,  1962,  from  Martin  F.  Walsh  to  John  F.  Collins.    Papers  of  John  F.  Collins,  Parks  
and  Recreation,  Box  158.    City  of  Boston  Archives.    Martin  F.  Walsh  was  born  in  Ireland  and  
“came  to  the  United  States  in  1916.”    He  “worked  for  the  Boston  Parks  Department  for  44  years,  
serv[ing]  as  commissioner  from  1958  until  his  retirement  in  1964.”    Mayor  Collins  ousted  Walsh  
over  the  failure  of  the  Parks  Department  for  over  a  year  to  successfully  plant  grass  on  the  parade  
ground  over  the  Boston  Common  parking  garage.    Walsh  “lived  in  Dorchester  for  50  years.”    His  
funeral  mass  took  place  at  the  Sacred  Heart  (Catholic)  Church  Chapel,  North  Quincy.    “Martin  F.  
Walsh,  88;  Retired  Boston  Parks  Chief,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  10,  1985,  47;  Joseph  Keblinsky,  “Collins  
Ousting  Park  Man  Walsh,”  Boston  Globe,  April  8,  1964,  11.    Martin  J.  Walsh,  elected  mayor  in  2013,  
is  also  an  ethnically  Irish  resident  of  Dorchester,  although  his  Irish-­‐‑born  parents  came  to  the  U.S.  
	  	  
119 
In  August,  the  Commission  took  up  the  matter  at  a  meeting  and  decided  to  
schedule  a  public  hearing.218    In  September,  that  public  hearing  took  place,  “and  
those  favoring  and  those  opposed  to  the  order  were  heard  by  the  
Commission.”219    At  their  next  meeting  in  October,  Commissioners  
acknowledged  that  “two  groups  present  at  the  [previous]  meeting  stated  that  
they  would  like  more  time,  possibly  two  or  three  weeks,  to  submit  further  
reports  regarding  the  change  of  height  restrictions.    It  is  now  five  weeks  since  the  
date  of  the  hearing  and  no  protest  to  change  of  restrictions  has  been  filed.”    
Consequently,  the  Commission  unanimously  voted  to  adopt  the  order  repealing  
height  restrictions  on  Commonwealth  Avenue  in  the  Back  Bay.220  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
during  the  1950s.    Marty’s  Story,  http://www.martywalsh.org/martys-­‐‑story.    Accessed  June  11,  
2014.  
218  Minutes,  Aug.  14,  1963,  Parks  and  Recreation  Commission  of  the  City  of  Boston.    City  of  
Boston  Archives.  
219  Minutes,  Sept.  12,  1962,  Parks  and  Recreation  Commission  of  the  City  of  Boston.    City  of  
Boston  Archives.  
220  Minutes,  Oct.  18,  1962,  Parks  and  Recreation  Commission  of  the  City  of  Boston.    City  of  Boston  
Archives.    Commissioner  Martin  F.  Walsh  was  present  at  this  meeting,  along  with  Associate  
Commissioners  Harry  J.  Blake  and  Daniel  G.  O’Connor.    No  members  of  the  commission  were  
absent.    O’Connor  moved  to  adopt  the  order;  Blake  seconded  the  motion.    Harry  J.  Blake  was  
born  in  Boston  and  educated  at  Boston  English  High  School  and  served  in  World  War  I.    He  was  
a  wool  merchant,  a  former  president  of  the  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  “an  
associate  park  commissioner  under  Mayor  Hynes.”    His  funeral  mass  was  said  at  St.  Paul’s  
(Catholic)  Church  in  Wellesley.    “Harry  Blake,  98;  Wool  Merchant,  Founded  Boston  Christmas  
Festival,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  14,  1985,  42.    Daniel  G.  O’Connor  was  born  in  Manchester,  NH,  and  
raised  in  the  Ashmont  section  of  Dorchester.    He  was  educated  at  Boston  College  High  School  
and  Georgetown  University.    Later  he  joined  his  father’s  construction  company.    Mayor  Collins  
had  recently  reappointed  O’Connor  to  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Commission  when  O’Connor  
died.    “Daniel  O’Connor,  70,  Construction  Firm  Head,”Boston  Globe,  June  10,  1964,  23.  
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At  the  same  time,  defenders  of  the  existing  regulations  were  carefully  
preparing  a  counterargument.    Charles  P.  Howard,  an  articulate,  well-­‐‑connected,  
and  politically  astute  lawyer  who  lived  in  the  neighborhood  and  who  also  served  
as  the  president  of  the  Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay,  asked  nine  
influential  men  –  all  not  residents  of  the  neighborhood  “so  that  there  would  be  
no  possibility  of  any  personal  interest”  –  to  form  a  Committee  for  
Commonwealth  Avenue.221    The  members  included  businessmen,  architects,  and  
academics.222    In  October  1962,  just  as  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Commission  was  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
221  Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  Feb.  20,  1964,  re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District,  113-­‐‑114.    
City  of  Boston  Archives.    Charles  P.  Howard  was  educated  at  Boston  Latin  School  and  received  
bachelor’s,  master’s,  and  law  degrees  from  Harvard.    He  held  a  variety  of  state  and  county  offices  
from  the  1920s  through  the  1950s.    Both  he  and  his  wife  Katherine  were  active  in  the  national  
Republican  Party.    They  lived  at  124  Beacon  St.  (between  Arlington  and  Berkeley  Streets).    His  
memorial  service  was  held  nearby  at  First  (Unitarian)  Church  on  Marlborough  St.    “Charles  P.  
Howard,  78,  State,  National  Leader,”  Boston  Globe,  July  3,  1966,  21.    Residents  founded  the  
Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay  in  1955  “to  preserve  and  promote  its  residential  
interests  and  advocate  the  neighborhood  to  the  City.”    “Back  Bay:  Fifty  Years  of  Preservation  and  
Progress”  (video),  on  the  YouTube  channel  of  the  Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay:  
http://www.youtube.com/user/NABackBay.  
222  The  full  membership  of  the  Committee  for  Commonwealth  Avenue  was  a  follows:  O.  Kelly  
Anderson  (President  of  the  New  England  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company),  Robert  C.  Dean  
(architect),  Harold  D.  Hodgkinson  (former  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank),  James  
Lawrence,  Jr.  (architect),  Joseph  W.  Lund  (by  this  time  former  Chairman  of  the  Boston  
Redevelopment  Authority),  Martin  Meyerson  (professor  of  City  Planning  and  Urban  Research  at  
Harvard),  Hugh  A.  Stubbins  (architect),  Walter  Muir  Whitehill  (historian  and  director  of  the  
Boston  Athenaeum),  and  Lawrence  B.  Anderson  (professor  of  Architecture  at  M.I.T).    Report  of  
the  Committee  for  Commonwealth  Avenue,  Jan.  15,  1963.    Collins  papers  BRA  Project,  Comm.  
Ave.,  Back  Bay,  1963-­‐‑66.    City  of  Boston  Archives.  
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making  its  final  vote  to  repeal  height  restrictions  on  Commonwealth  Avenue,  
that  group  began  studying  the  issue.223    
By  January  1963,  they  issued  their  report,  calling  for  the  preservation  of  
the  Back  Bay  (like  Beacon  Hill)  and  calling  for  a  “control  zone”  (figure  2.5)  to  
include  the  south  side  of  Beacon  Street  and  both  sides  of  Marlborough  Street  and  
Commonwealth  Avenue,  roughly  from  Arlington  Street  to  Charlesgate  East  
(though  not  including  buildings  facing  those  streets).    At  the  same  time,  the  
Committee  designated  other  areas  as  suitable  for  high-­‐‑rise  development:  the  
north  side  of  Beacon  Street,  both  sides  of  Newbury  and  Boylston  Streets,  
Arlington  Street  facing  the  Public  Garden,  and  Charlesgate  East  facing  the  
Fens.224    Areas  excluded  from  the  proposed  “control  zone”  are  consistent  with  
Howard’s  subsequent  efforts  in  contacting  property  owners  to  solicit  their  views  
on  the  question.    The  strongest  support  came  from  the  core  of  residential  Back  
Bay,  while  those  on  its  periphery  were  less  supportive  or  outright  opposed.225  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
223  Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  Nov.  20,  1963,  re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District.    City  
of  Boston  Archives.  
224  Report  of  the  Committee  for  Commonwealth  Avenue,  Jan.  15,  1963.    Collins  papers  BRA  
Project,  Comm.  Ave.,  Back  Bay,  1963-­‐‑66.    City  of  Boston  Archives.  
225  Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  Feb.  2,  1964  re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District,  115-­‐‑116.    
City  of  Boston  Archives.    The  General  Plan  for  Boston  of  1950  envisioned  little  change  in  the  Back  
Bay,  calling  only  for  the  addition  of  a  “junior  playground.”    Plan  2,  Boston  (Mass.)  City  Planning  
Board,  General  Plan  for  Boston:  Preliminary  Report,  December  1950  (Boston,  1950),  opposite  52.  
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But  Mayor  Collins  was  not  in  agreement  with  this  plan.    On  March  1,  1963,  
he  wrote  to  the  chairman  of  the  Committee,  Lawrence  B.  Anderson,  graciously  
acknowledging  the  difference  of  opinion:  “While  I  regret  that  I  am  unable  to  
concur  in  your  Committee’s  recommendations,  I  wish  to  commend  you  and  the  
other  members  of  the  Committee  for  the  public  spirit  which  prompted  your  
efforts.”226    Soon,  Mayor  Collins  filed  a  bill  with  the  state  legislature  to  lift  the  70-­‐‑
foot  height  restriction,  citing  it  as  a  necessary  measure  to  “rescue”  the  
neighborhood  from  its  “plight.”227    He  voiced  particular  displeasure  at  the  31  
college  dormitories  that  he  felt  harmed  the  area.    He  also  said  that  Boston  is  not  a  
“museum  city,”  and  residents  should  not  attempt  to  “freeze”  it  in  the  past.    
Instead,  the  city  should  look  southward  to  New  York,  where  Fifth  Avenue  and  
Park  Avenue  are  no  longer  given  over  to  old-­‐‑fashioned  townhouses  but  instead  
feature  large,  tall,  modern  buildings.228      
Opposing  the  mayor’s  plan  were  a  number  of  organizations  and  
individuals:    In  addition  to  the  Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay  and  
the  Committee  for  Commonwealth  Avenue  were  the  Boston  Historic  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
226  Letter  from  Mayor  Collins  to  Lawrence  B.  Anderson,  Dept.  of  Arch.,  MIT,  March  1,  1963.  
Collins  papers  BRA  Project,  Comm.  Ave.,  Back  Bay,  1963-­‐‑66.  City  of  Boston  Archives.  
227  James  S.  Doyle,  “’New  Boston’  Group  Battling  to  Save  Commonwealth  Ave.”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  
25,  1963,  9;  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  March  4,  1963  (p.  53),  City  of  Boston  Archives.  
228  James  S.  Doyle,  “Mayor  Opposes  High-­‐‑Rise  Ban”  Boston  Globe,  March  4,  1963,  1.  
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Conservation  Commission,  the  Back  Bay  Association,  and  the  Boston  Society  of  
Architects.229    Howard  and  others  forcefully  fought  back,  opposing  the  mayor’s  
plan  and  defending  the  proposal  of  the  Committee  for  Commonwealth  Avenue.    
They  called  for  the  retention  of  the  70-­‐‑foot  height  restriction,  the  designation  of  a  
“control  zone,”  and  the  creation  of  “a  suitably  constituted  board”  to  review  
zoning  issues  and  building  projects  in  the  area.230      
Some  city  councilors  did  not  accept  the  Mayor’s  argument  for  high  rises  
unchallenged.    Councilor  Gabriel  Piemonte  sponsored  and  found  support  among  
his  colleagues  for  a  motion  to  solicit  the  Massachusetts  Art  Commission  for  its  
opinion  on  the  question.231    Councilor  Patrick  F.  McDonough  accused  the  Mayor  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
229  “City,  State  Officials  Split  in  Building  Height  Row,”  Boston  Globe,  March  5,  1963.    Mayor  
Collins  appointed  the  Boston  Historical  Conservation  Commission,  we  recall,  to  identify  
important  historic  buildings  in  the  City.    Boston  Historic  Conservation  Committee,  Beacon  Hill:  
The  North  Slope  (Boston:  Boston  Historic  Conservation  Committee,  1963),  introductory  letter  by  
Walter  Muir  Whitehill  (n.p.).    Business  leaders  in  the  neighborhood  founded  the  Back  Bay  
Association  in  1923  to  focus  on  economic  and  commercial  concerns.    
http://bostonbackbay.com/business/about-­‐‑us/mission/.    Accessed  May  29,  2014.    Practitioners  of  
the  rapidly  professionalizing  field  of  architecture  founded  the  Boston  Society  of  Architects  in  
1867,  two  years  after  the  creation  of  the  first  school  of  architecture  in  the  United  States  at  MIT.    
Shand-­‐‑Tucci,  Built  in  Boston,  45;  Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts,  28.  
230  James  S.  Doyle,  “’New  Boston’  Group  Battling  to  Save  Commonwealth  Ave.,”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  
25,  1963,  9.  
231  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  March  4,  1963  (p.  53).    Gabriel  Francis  Piemonte  was  born  
in  Boston’s  North  End  to  parents  who  had  emigrated  from  Sicily.    He  attended  Boston  public  
schools  and  graduated  from  Suffolk  University  Law  School.    While  he  served  in  the  state  House  
of  Representatives  and  ran  unsuccessfully  for  mayor  against  John  Collins,  he  is  best  known  for  
his  sixteen  years  in  the  Boston  City  Council,  of  which  he  was  president  for  four.    He  was  
particularly  concerned  with  Boston’s  urban  renewal  program.    In  politics,  he  was  a  Democrat;  in  
religion,  a  Roman  Catholic.  “Gabriel  Piemonte,  82;  served  in  State  House,  on  City  Council,”  
Boston  Globe,  July  2,  1991,  n.p.    The  state  legislature  created  the  Massachusetts  Art  Commission  in  
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of  doing  the  bidding  of  a  “close  friend  and  supporter,”  Hirsh  Freed,  who  was  
also  a  lawyer  representing  developers,  Robert  and  Norman  Leventhal,  founders  
of  Beacon  Construction  Company,  who  were  planning  to  construct  a  155-­‐‑foot  
high  apartment  building  at  the  corner  of  Commonwealth  Avenue  and  Clarendon  
Street.232  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1910  to  provide  advice  on  state-­‐‑owned  artworks  and  buildings.    It  consists  of  five  volunteer  
members,  serving  five-­‐‑year  terms.    http://www.mass.gov/anf/property-­‐‑mgmt-­‐‑and-­‐‑
construction/facilities-­‐‑mgmt-­‐‑and-­‐‑maintenance/state-­‐‑office-­‐‑bldgs/state-­‐‑house/art-­‐‑comm/.    
Accessed  May  29,  2014.    See  also  Massachusetts  General  Laws,  Chapter  6,  Sections  19  and  20.  
232  “Collins’  Writer  Pushing  High-­‐‑Rise:  McDonough,”  Boston  Globe,  March  12,  1963,  13.    Patrick  F.  
McDonough  was  born  in  Ireland  and  educated  at  Boston  English  High  School,  Boston  College,  
and  Boston  University  Law  School.    He  worked  his  way  through  law  school  as  a  policeman  on  
the  Back  Bay  beat.    He  “was  first  elected  to  the  City  Council  in  1955.    He  stepped  down  after  
losing  a  reelection  bid  in  1981.”    His  funeral  mass  was  at  St.  Gregory  (Catholic)  Church  in  
Dorchester.    He  appears  to  be  unrelated  to  Thomas  F.  McDonough,  the  chairman  of  the  Boston  
Planning  Board  from  1948  to  1957.    Tom  Long,  “Patrick  F.  McDonough,  76;  Clerk,  11-­‐‑Term  City  
Councilor,”  Boston  Globe,  June  21,  2001,  B  9.    Hirsh  Freed  was  born  in  Fitchburg,  educated  in  
Worcester  public  schools,  and  graduated  from  Harvard  College  and  Harvard  Law  School.    He  
specialized  in  real  estate  law  and  became  involved  in  Boston  Democratic  city  politics.    “Freed  was  
a  key  political  operative  for  [Mayor]  Hynes  and  then  for  Mayor  John  F.  Collins.”    He  also  
supported  numerous  Jewish  charities.    “Hirsh  Freed,  former  law  partner,  Boston  political  
operative;  at  83,”  Boston  Globe,  Sept.  28.  1993,  27.    Brothers  Robert  and  Norman  Leventhal  were  
born  in  Boston  and  educated  at  Boston  Latin  School  and  MIT.    In  the  1940s,  they  founded  the  
Beacon  Construction  Company,  which  grew  to  become  “one  of  New  England’s  largest  
developers.”    At  Government  Center  during  the  late  1960s,  they  developed  1  Center  Plaza,  facing  
City  Hall.    Robert  served  as  an  officer  of  the  Greater  Boston  Real  Estate  Board  and  lived  in  
Newton,  where  upon  his  death  in  1972,  his  funeral  service  took  place  at  Temple  Shalom.    Norman  
redeveloped  Boston’s  Post  Office  Square,  contributed  to  Democratic  political  campaigns,  and  
received  honorary  degrees  from  Hebrew,  Brandeis,  and  Boston  Universities.    His  estimated  net  
worth  was  in  the  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars.    He  died  in  2015  at  the  age  of  97.  “R.  Leventhal,  
Newton  businessman,”  Boston  Globe,  March  9,  1972,  41;  O’Connor,  Building  the  New  Boston,  203-­‐‑
204;  Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts,  53;  Kennedy,  Planning  the  City  Upon  a  Hill,  224;  Boston  
University,  B.U.  Bridge,  Volume  3,  Number  34  (May  2000),  n.p.;  Jerry  Ackerman,  “The  Leventhal  
Touch:  Norman  Leventhal,  developer  and  philanthropist,  has  left  his  mark  on  everything  from  
Faneuil  Hall  Marketplace  to  Post  Office  Square.  And  he'ʹs  not  done  yet,”  Boston  Globe,  Oct.  27,  
1996,  18;  Bryan  Marquand,  “Norman  Leventhal  at  97;  enhancer  of  lives  and  landmarks,”  Boston  
Globe,  April  5,  2015.  
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The  next  month,  Joseph  A.  Coletti,  chair  of  the  Massachusetts  Art  
Commission,  attended  the  City  Council  meeting,  reporting  that  the  commission  
had  performed  an  extensive  inquiry  into  the  history  of  the  Back  Bay,  calling  it  
“an  imposing  and  well  conceived  plan.”    Commonwealth  Avenue  it  described  as  
“one  of  the  most  beautiful  avenues  in  the  world,”  one  of  “magnificent  breadth”  
that  remains  “unbroken.”    Additionally,  the  buildings  on  Commonwealth  
Avenue  are  “both  good  in  scale  and  harmonious  in  character,”  and  together  they  
help  “achieve  a  unity  of  feeling.”    Moreover,  the  art  commission  said  that  
building  restrictions  helped  achieve  this,  and  they  did  so  in  a  way  that  “did  not  
stifle  individual  expressions  of  design,  but  rather  created  a  variety  of  styles  that  
add  charm  and  dignity  to  the  whole  area.”    The  one  exception  to  this  is  Haddon  
Hall  at  29  Commonwealth  Avenue,  “a  mistake”  and  an  “excrescence”  at  116  feet  
tall.    Looking  abroad,  the  art  commission  found  that  “Commonwealth  avenue  
[sic]  taken  as  a  whole  is  one  of  the  beautiful  avenues  of  the  world.    Indeed,  it  
ranks  with  the  Champs  Élysées  of  Paris  .  .  .  In  European  countries  such  an  area  
would  be  cherished  and  protected.”    In  a  national  context,  the  arts  commission  
noted,  Commonwealth  Avenue  “is  one  of  the  handsomest  residential  districts  in  
the  United  States  for  urban  living.  .  .  [and]  Boston  which  has  played  an  important  
historical  role  in  the  cultural  development  of  the  United  States  possesses  in  
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Commonwealth  avenue  [sic]  an  eloquent  symbol  of  that  development.”    In  light  
of  these  statements,  it  is  perhaps  not  surprising  that  the  arts  commission  
recommended  retaining  the  70-­‐‑foot  height  restriction  on  Commonwealth  
Avenue,  establishing  a  “Back  Bay  Control  Zone”  with  “a  legally  constituted  
Board  with  power  of  control  over  any  architectural  changes  within  this  zone,”  
and  locating  high  rises  elsewhere  in  the  city.233    Meanwhile,  in  the  state  
legislature,  Mayor  Collins’s  bill  to  raise  height  restrictions  was  facing  a  mixed  
reception.    The  House  passed  the  measure,  while  the  Senate  killed  it.234  
Perhaps  emboldened  by  this  victory,  Councilor  Piemonte  offered  a  motion  
which  was  adopted,  inviting  Harvard  professor  of  landscape  architecture  
Charles  W.  Eliot  II,  the  Massachusetts  Arts  Commission,  “and  such  other  persons  
or  groups  that  may  be  interested  or  care  enough  about  preserving  the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
233  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  April  8,  1963  (p.  84-­‐‑85).    City  of  Boston  Archives.    Joseph  A.  
Coletti  was  born  in  Italy  and  was  brought  to  the  United  States  at  the  age  of  two.    He  was  
educated  at  the  Massachusetts  School  of  Art,  Northeastern  and  Harvard  Universities,  and  the  
American  Academy  in  Rome.    He  assisted  John  Singer  Sargent  in  completing  sculptural  portions  
of  the  ceilings  of  the  Boston  Public  Library  and  the  Museum  of  Fine  Arts.    Later,  he  enjoyed  a  
successful  career  as  a  sculptor,  completing  numerous  works  for  churches  and  public  buildings.    
He  also  contributed  to  the  Encyclopedia  Britannica  and  wrote  magazine  articles  and  book  reviews.    
Living  in  the  Back  Bay,  he  served  on  the  Massachusetts  Art  Commission  from  1960  to  1965.    
Joseph  Coletti’s  brother,  Paul,  was  an  architect  in  Quincy,  where  both  did  work  on  H.  H.  
Richardson’s  Crane  Memorial  Library.    “Joseph  Coletti,  74,  a  Boston  Sculptor,”  New  York  Times,  
May  7,  1973,  42;  “Joseph  A.  Coletti,  74,  Noted  Sculptor,  Writer,”  Boston  Globe,  May  7,  1973,  37;  
Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts,  554.  
234  “House  OK’s  High-­‐‑Rises  by  105-­‐‑83,”  Boston  Globe,  April  3,  1963,  8;  Martin  F.  Nolan,  “Collins  
Thrown  for  Loss,  Peabody  Makes  Gain:  Senate  Downs  High-­‐‑Rise  Bid,”  Boston  Globe,  April  10,  




Commonwealth  Avenue  section  of  Boston  as  a  historical  or  control  zone  area  to  
submit  to  the  City  Council  for  consideration  suggested  measures  or  ordinances  
for  adoption.”235    The  next  month,  Joseph  A.  Coletti,  writing  for  the  
Massachusetts  Art  Commission,  reported  that  his  board  recommended  that  the  
City  form  a  study  committee  “under  chapter  40C,  General  Laws,  as  established  
by  chapter  372,  Acts  of  1960,  for  the  purpose  of  studying  Commonwealth  
Avenue  and  the  Back  Bay  area  in  general  as  a  Historic  District  and  with  the  hope  
that  such  a  district  may  be  established  as  provided  in  the  General  Laws.”    The  
legal  citation  refers  to  the  statewide  enabling  act  earlier  adopted  by  the  state  
legislature,  permitting  cities  and  towns  across  the  Commonwealth  to  establish  
local  historic  districts.    Charles  W.  Eliot  II  concurred  with  this  approach.236  
During  the  fall  of  1963,  Charles  P.  Howard,  in  his  capacity  as  president  of  
the  Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay,  sent  out  letters  to  residents  in  the  
area,  soliciting  their  comment  on  a  proposed  historic  district,  an  effort  that  he  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
235  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  April  15,  1963  (p,  90-­‐‑91).    City  of  Boston  Archives.    Charles  
W.  Eliot  II,  grandson  of  the  eminent  president  of  Harvard  and  nephew  of  landscape  architect  
Charles  Eliot,  founder  of  the  Trustees  of  Public  Reservations  (1891)  and  the  Metropolitan  Park  
Commission  (1893),  was  born  in  Cambridge  and  educated  at  Browne  and  Nichols  and  at  Harvard,  
where  he  studied  landscape  architecture.    He  worked  at  the  National  Planning  Commission  and  
the  National  Resources  Planning  Board.    He  later  taught  at  Harvard  and  served  on  the  boards  of  
the  American  Society  of  Planning  Officials  and  the  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council.    He  
lived  in  Cambridge.    “Charles  W.  Eliot  2nd,  93,  planner  who  led  design  school  at  Harvard,”  Boston  
Globe,  March  18,  1993,  60.  
236  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  May  13,  1963  (p.  113).    City  of  Boston  Archives.  
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said  resulted  in  a  95  per  cent  approval  rating  for  designating  the  district.237    
Confident  of  neighborhood  support,  the  NABB  then  petitioned  the  City  Council  
to  appoint  a  study  committee  to  investigate  the  idea  of  an  historic  district  more  
closely.    The  City  Council  accepted  that  petition  on  October  14,  referring  the  
matter  to  the  Committee  on  Ordinances  to  hold  public  hearings.238    
At  the  first  public  hearing  on  November  20,  1963,  150  neighborhood  
residents  attended,  reportedly  to  endorse  the  creation  of  a  study  committee.  239    
Of  these,  fourteen  are  recorded  to  have  spoken.    Eleven  people  went  on  record  in  
favor  of  the  measure,  including  three  who  were  involved  in  the  creation  of  the  
Beacon  Hill  historic  district:  realtor  John  Codman,  former  legislator  James  C.  
Bayley,  and  historian  Walter  Muir  Whitehill.240    Four  other  speakers  for  the  study  
committee  had  been  active  in  the  Back  Bay  effort  over  the  last  year:  
Neighborhood  Association  President  Charles  P.  Howard,  former  member  of  the  
Committee  for  Commonwealth  Avenue  James  Lawrence,  Jr.,  state  Art  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
237  “First  Step  Taken  for  Historic  Back  Bay,”  Boston  Globe,  Oct.  15,  1963.  
238  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Oct.  14,  1963  (p.  347-­‐‑348).    City  of  Boston  Archives.  
239  Joseph  A.  Keblinsky,  “Council  Hears  ‘Tall  Stories,’”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  21,  1963.      
240  Bayley  is  listed  now  at  27  Hereford  St.,  still  in  the  Back  Bay.    Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  
Nov.  20,  1963,  re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District.    City  of  Boston  Archives.    He  served  in  the  




Commission  Chair  Joseph  A.  Coletti,  and  Prof.  Charles  W.  Eliot  II.241    Four  more  
vocal  advocates  were  Sen.  Oliver  F.  Ames,  Reps.  William  F.  Otis  and  John  W.  
Frenning,  and  attorney  Samuel  E.  Angoff.242    Staking  out  a  position  in  the  middle,  
neighborhood  resident  Mrs.  Minnie  Simmons  said  that  the  area  needed  some  
change,  though  she  was  not  necessarily  opposed  to  a  proposed  study  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
241  Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  Nov.  20,  1963,  re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District.    City  
of  Boston  Archives.    James  Lawrence,  Jr.,  is  noted  here  as  a  resident  of  Brookline  with  an  office  at  
711  Boylston  St.  (in  the  Back  Bay,  near  the  corner  of  Exeter  St.).    Coletti’s  address  is  listed  as  30  
Ipswich  St.  (just  outside  of  the  Back  Bay).    His  building  is  Fenway  Studios,  “[t]he  oldest  purpose-­‐‑
built  artists’  studio  in  Boston,”  providing  both  work  spaces  and  housing.    Morgan,  Buildings  of  
Massachusetts,  182-­‐‑183;    
242  Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  Nov.  20,  1963,  re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District.    City  
of  Boston  Archives.    Oliver  F.  Ames’s  address  at  this  hearing  is  recorded  as  20  Gloucester  St.  (in  
the  Back  Bay).    He  “was  the  epitome  of  the  proper  Bostonian  -­‐‑  a  descendant  of  a  prominent  
Brahmin  clan  born  in  the  family  mansion  on  Commonwealth  Avenue  and  educated  at  private  
schools  and  at  Harvard.”    He  won  his  state  senate  seat  in  1962,  representing  the  Back  Bay  and  
Beacon  Hill.    “He  was,  according  to  his  longtime  friend  and  fellow  politician  John  Sears  of  Boston,  
‘a  good,  old-­‐‑fashioned  Lodge-­‐‑Herter  Republican  not  too  happy  with  the  drift  to  the  right  of  the  
present  Republican  Party.’"ʺ  Gloria  Negri,  “Oliver  Filley  Ames,  87,  veteran,  former  senator,  
philanthropist,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  2,  2007,  A  30.    William  F.  Otis  also  lived  in  the  Back  Bay,  at  305  
Beacon  St.  (between  Exeter  and  Fairfield  Streets).    He  worked  as  a  real  estate  broker  was  well  as  a  
legislator.    He  and  his  wife  were  murdered  in  their  home  in  1968.    Their  joint  funeral  service  was  
held  at  Trinity  (Episcopal)  Church  in  Copley  Square.    “1000  Attend  Rites  For  Otis  Couple,”  Boston  
Globe,  Oct.  25,  1968,  39.    John  Winslow  Frenning’s  address  was  noted  at  140  Charles  St.,  a  Beacon  
Hill  location,  possibly  an  office.    He  was  a  cosponsor  of  the  legislation  that  expanded  the  Beacon  
Hill  historic  district  onto  the  North  Slope.    Samuel  E.  Angoff  is  listed  at  173  Commonwealth  Ave.  
(in  the  Back  Bay  between  Dartmouth  and  Exeter  Streets).    He  studied  law  at  Boston  University  
and  worked  as  a  labor  lawyer.    “Article  Assails  Book  Censorship:  B.  U.  Law  Review  Story  Hits  
‘Prudish’  View,”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  7,  1930,  29;  Robert  E.  Walsh,  “Labor  Notebook:  Third-­‐‑Man  
Theme  Seen  Overstress  In  Big  Time  Strikes,”  Boston  Globe,  March  31,  1963,  57.  
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committee.243    Two  final  speakers,  architect  Saul  E.  Moffie  and  resident  Frank  E.  
Wentworth,  were  opposed.244      
The  day  before  the  second  hearing,  it  was  revealed  at  a  City  Council  
meeting  that  Boston’s  powerful  urban-­‐‑renewal  planner  Edward  Logue,  
supported  the  proposed  study  committee  for  an  historic  district.245    The  second  
public  hearing  on  December  3  –  postponed  from  the  previous  week  due  to  the  
assassination  of  President  John  F.  Kennedy  –  was  planned  to  allow  opponents  an  
opportunity  to  be  heard.    Eleven  speakers  were  recorded.    Of  these,  three  were  
opposed:  Dean  C.  Cushing  (representing  the  Retail  Trade  Board),  Thomas  J.  
Carens  (an  attorney  representing  the  Leventhal  brothers),  and  Saul  E.  Moffie.246      
Meanwhile,  eight  people  spoke  in  favor  of  the  measure.    John  Codman  from  
Beacon  Hill,  Charles  P.  Howard  from  the  Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  
Bay,  and  Robert  Dean  from  the  Committee  for  Commonwealth  Avenue  had  all  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
243  Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  Nov.  20,  1963,  re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District.    City  
of  Boston  Archives.    Minnie  Simmons’s  address,  16  Commonwealth  Ave.,  lies  between  Arlington  
and  Berkeley  Streets.  
244  Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  Nov.  20,  1963,  re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District.    City  
of  Boston  Archives.    Saul  E.  Moffie  reported  that  he  owned  two  unspecified  lots  in  the  area  
proposed  for  study  as  an  historic  district.    Educated  at  Tufts  University,  he  was  reported  to  be  a  
“Brookline  architect.”    Harold  Kease,  “The  ‘Tuft’  Part  of  It:  Harvard’s  2  Backfield  Heroes—Moffie,  
Roche  Both  Sons  of  Tufts  Men,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  22,  1948,  10.    Frank  E.  Wentworth  lived  at  76  
Marlborough  St.  (in  the  Back  Bay  between  Berkeley  and  Clarendon  Streets).  
245  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Dec.  2,  1963  (p.  390),  City  of  Boston  Archives;  “Historic  
District  Hearing  Today,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  3,  1963.  
246  Thomas  J.  Carens  lived  in  Wellesley.    Saul  E.  Moffie’s  address  is  listed  here  as  230  Beacon  St.,  a  
Back  Bay  address  near  the  corner  of  Dartmouth  St.    Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  Dec.  3,  1963,  
re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District.    City  of  Boston  Archives.  
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been  involved  in  this  issue  for  a  while.247    But  five  new  proponents  spoke  up  at  
this  hearing,  too,  all  with  Back  Bay  addresses:  Commonwealth  Avenue  resident  
Laura  Dwight,  Neighborhood  Association  membership  chair  Mrs.  Frederick  
Hovestad,  preservationist  Mary  Caner,  Republican  state  Rep.  Gordon  B.  
Boynton,  and  Democratic  stalwart  Alberta  Roosa  Turner.248    Yet  in  spite  of  their  
numerical  advantage,  these  proponents,  who  apparently  dominated  the  two  
public  hearings  (including  the  one  scheduled  for  opponents),  did  not  initially  
carry  the  day.    Developers  continued  to  make  their  interests  known,  and  
politicians  followed,  with  the  City  Council’s  Committee  on  Ordinances  rejecting  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
247  John  Codman  is  listed  at  74  ½  Pinckney  St.    Robert  Dean  was  a  resident  of  Wellesley  and  an  
architect.    Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  Dec.  3,  1963,  re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District.    
City  of  Boston  Archives.  
248  Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  Dec.  3,  1963,  re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District.    City  of  
Boston  Archives.    Laura  Dwight  lived  at  65  Commonwealth  Ave.,  at  the  corner  of  Clarendon  St.    
Earlier  in  the  year,  “doyenne  Laura  Dwight  -­‐‑-­‐‑  alarmed  by  the  urban  blight  that  had  beset  her  
neighborhood  -­‐‑-­‐‑  went  house  to  house  ringing  doorbells  and  convincing  owners,  many  of  them  
complete  strangers,  that  it  would  be  a  great  idea  to  plant  magnolia  trees  in  their  tiny  front  yards.”    
Carol  Stocker,  “Magical  magnolias,”  Boston  Globe,  April  14,  1994,  A1.    Mary  Caner,  a  native  
Philadelphian,  lived  at  63  Marlborough  St.  and  “helped  lead  the  restoration  and  preservation  of  
the  Shirley-­‐‑  Eustis  House  in  Roxbury.”    Her  memorial  service  took  place  at  Trinity  (Episcopal)  
Church  in  Copley  Square.    “Mary  Caner,  92;  Helped  Restore  Historic  Home,”  Boston  Globe,  March  
17,  1985,  95.    Gordon  B.  Boynton  was  educated  at  Boston  University  and  became  a  labor  lawyer  
and  lived  at  239  Commonwealth  Avenue  at  the  corner  of  Fairfield  St.    He  served  in  the  House  for  
sixteen  years,  representing  the  Back  Bay.    He  was  also  active  in  Freemasonry.    “Gordon  Boynton,  
80;  Ex-­‐‑State  Legislator,  Labor  Counsel,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  3,  1981,  1.    Alberta  Roosa  Turner  went  
to  Portia  Law  School  and  worked  as  a  real  estate  broker.    She  had  served  as  “a  delegate  to  the  
National  Democratic  Convention  from  Boston  and  a  member  of  the  Democratic  state  committee.”    
Her  address  is  listed  as  451  Beacon  St.,  between  Hereford  St.  and  Massachusetts  Ave.    “Alberta  
Turner,  active  with  Democrats,”  Boston  Globe,  June  30,  1976,  37.  
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the  proposal  for  a  study  committee,  five  to  three.249    Supporters  of  the  measure,  
including  Charles  P.  Howard,  were  surprised  by  the  outcome  and  inferred  that  
Hirsh  Freed  prevailed  upon  the  Mayor  to  put  pressure  on  the  Council  members,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
249  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Dec.  16,  1963  (p.  397-­‐‑398),  City  of  Boston  Archives;  Robert  
B.  Kenney,  “Back  Bay  Historic  District  Out,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  17,  1963.    Voting  in  favor  of  the  
study  committee  were  Councilors  William  J.  Foley,  Jr.,  Christopher  A.  Iannella,  and  John  E.  
Kerrigan.    William  J.  Foley,  Jr.,  was  born  in  South  Boston  and  educated  at  Boston  College  High  
School,  the  College  of  the  Holy  Cross,  and  Boston  University  Law  School.    He  was  first  elected  to  
the  City  Council  in  1951,  serving  nine  terms.    He  was  an  ardent  foe  of  urban  renewal  and  
redevelopment  director  Edward  Logue.    William  P.  Coughlin,  “William  Foley  at  60;  Served  Nine  
Terms  as  Boston  City  Councilor,”  Boston  Globe,  June  27,  1984,  1.    Christopher  Iannella  was  born  in  
Italy  and  educated  at  Boston  English  High  School,  Boston  College,  and  Harvard  Law  School.    
“He  first  won  elective  office  in  1950  as  a  state  representative  for  the  West  End.  .  .  Iannella  was  
bulldozed  out  of  his  home  and  a  job  when  most  of  the  neighborhood  was  demolished  to  make  
way  for  the  Charles  River  Park  apartment  complex  in  1957.    Iannella  moved  to  Jamaica  Plain  and  
found  a  second  career  as  a  city  councilor,  an  office  he  held  for  33  years,  with  only  one  two-­‐‑year  
break,  until  his  death.”    “Christopher  Iannella,”  Boston  Globe,  Sept.  16,  1992,  16.    John  E.  Kerrigan  
“was  born  in  South  Boston  and  lived  there  all  his  life  in  three  three-­‐‑decker  houses  all  within  a  
shout  of  each  other.    He  went  to  St.  Augustine'ʹs  School  and  graduated  from  South  Boston  High  
School.    He  was  a  soft  drink  salesman  in  1933  when  a  friend  suggested  he  run  for  the  council.”    
He  ran  and  won  a  seat.    He  also  served  as  acting  mayor  on  two  occasions  and  served  in  the  
Massachusetts  Senate  for  two  years.    Later,  he  “was  reelected  to  the  council  in  1951  and  served  
until  his  retirement  in  1973.”    “John  Kerrigan,  former  President  of  the  Boston  City  Council;  at  80,”  
Boston  Globe,  May  3,  1987,  99.    Voting  against  the  study  committee  proposal  were  Councilors  
James  F.  Coffey,  Peter  F.  Hines,  Patrick  F.  McDonough,  Thomas  A.  Sullivan,  and  John  J.  Tierney,  
Jr.    James  F.  Coffey  lived  in  East  Boston  and  generally  supported  urban  renewal.    Robert  Hanron,  
“Choice  is  Yours:  How  Boston  Council  Candidates  Stand  of  Four  Vital  Issues,”  Boston  Globe,  Oct.  
27,  1963,  58.    Peter  Hines  was  “a  consistent  supporter  of  urban  renewal  under  both  the  Collins  
and  the  John  B.  Hynes  administrations.”  Later,  he  “was  named  to  a  .  .  .  post  as  assistant  legal  
officer  in  the  development  department”  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority.    Anthony  J.  
Yudis,  “Collins  Aides  Win  Top  B.R.A.  Jobs,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  22,  1967,  1.  Thomas  A.  Sullivan,  a  
resident  of  Dorchester,  was  educated  in  Boston  public  schools  and  at  B.U.,  MIT,  and  Harvard.    He  
“[g]enerally  approve[d  of]  B.R.A.  program  to  rehabilitate  residential  communities.”    Robert  
Hanron,  “Choice  is  Yours:  How  Boston  Council  Candidates  Stand  of  Four  Vital  Issues,”  Boston  
Globe,  Oct.  27,  1963,  58.    John  J.  Tierney,  Jr.,  was  born  in  South  Boston  and  educated  at  Boston  
English  High  School  and  Suffolk  University.    Working  as  a  police  officer,  he  worked  his  way  
through  law  school.    “He  served  on  the  City  Council  from  1960  to  1964.”    Tom  Long,  “John  
Tierney,  Jr,  79;  Had  Led  City  Council,  School  Board,”  Boston  Globe,  Oct.  13,  2005,  D  13.    Councilor  
Gabriel  Piemonte  was  on  vacation  in  Italy.  
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a  charge  that  Freed  denied  and  the  Mayor  ignored.    Ultimately,  the  vote  did  not  
have  much  force,  since  the  terms  of  a  number  of  key  Council  members  were  
expiring  at  the  end  of  the  year.    Councilor  William  J.  Foley  Jr.  vowed  to  resubmit  
the  question  after  the  New  Year.250  
Consequently,  all  parties  concerned  returned  to  debate  the  question  again  
during  the  winter  and  spring  of  1964,  after  new  council  members  had  been  
sworn  in.    Mayor  Collins  laid  out  his  position:    New  apartment  buildings  are  
“urgently  needed.”    Both  existing  and  anticipated  zoning  “adequately  regulate[s]  
the  subject  matter.”    No  changes  to  setbacks  were  contemplated.    And  the  70-­‐‑foot  
restriction  is    
unnecessary,  is  directly  inconsistent  with  other  provision  of  law,  
and  constitutes  a  serious  impediment  and  danger  to  the  proper  
aesthetic  and  economic  redevelopment  of  this  240-­‐‑foot  wide  
avenue.    If  not  eliminated,  it  will  inevitably  result  in  the  further  
physical  deterioration  of  Commonwealth  avenue,  [sic]  and  its  
increased  occupancy  by  tax-­‐‑exempt  institutions,  lodging  houses,  
fraternity  houses,  and  for  other  uses  contrary  to  the  city’s  best  
interests.      
  
Furthermore,  Mayor  Collins  went  on  to  assert,  “it  is  economically  
impossible  to  erect  any  new  apartment  structures  on  Commonwealth  avenue  
[sic]  within  a  height  of  70  feet.”  And  “it  is  economically  infeasible  to  attempt  to  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
250  Robert  B.  Kenney,  “Back  Bay  Historic  District  Out,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  17,  1963.    Councilors  
Coffey,  McDonough,  and  Sullivan  were  ending  their  terms.      
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rehabilitate  many  of  the  existing  structures  on  Commonwealth  avenue  [sic],  
except  for  tax-­‐‑exempt  or  subsidized  occupancy.”    Moreover,  because  the  70-­‐‑foot  
restriction  is  such  an  “obstacle  .  .  .  a  number  of  important  parcels  on  
Commonwealth  avenue  [sic]  are  now  under  active  negotiation  for  sale  to  tax-­‐‑
exempt  institutions.”    Finally,  because  of  restriction,  “the  City  of  Boston  is  
receiving  only  a  fraction  of  the  tax  revenues  which  a  properly  developed  
Commonwealth  avenue  [sic]  is  capable  of  yielding  for  the  benefit  of  all  our  
inhabitants.”    He  also  noted  that  no  government  funding  would  be  necessary  for  
this  proposed  development.251  
The  City  Council’s  Committee  on  Ordinances  held  public  hearings  on  
February  20,  March  5,  and  March  13.252    At  the  first  meeting,  150  people  attended  
a  day-­‐‑long  session  at  City  Hall,  with  19  people  lining  up  to  testify  to  the  
importance  of  preserving  the  Back  Bay.    Many  of  the  recorded  speakers  reprised  
their  roles  from  earlier  hearings.253    But  there  were  some  new  voices,  too:  Mrs.  
Richard  Carey  Curtis  (resident  at  330  Beacon  St.),  Mr.  Jean  R.  Keith  (Vice  
President  of  Garland  Junior  College  on  Commonwealth  Ave.),  Henry  L.  Shattuck  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
251  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Feb.  10,  1964    (p.  34).    City  of  Boston  Archives.  
252  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  March  30,  1964    (p.  74).    City  of  Boston  Archives.  
253  Charles  Howard,  Sen.  Oliver  F.  Ames,  Rep.  John  W.  Frenning,  Rep.  William  F.  Otis,  Gordon  D.  
Boynton,  James  C.  Bayley,  Joseph  A.  Coletti,  Prof.  Charles  W.  Eliot,  John  Codman,  Mrs.  Mary  
Caner,  Mrs.  Laura  E.  Dwight,  and  Mrs.  Frederick  W.  Hoverstad.    Verbatim  stenographic  
transcript,  Feb.  20,  1964,  re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District.    City  of  Boston  Archives.  
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(prominent  resident  of  Beacon  St.),  Delton  Daniels  (representing  the  Greater  
Boston  Junior  Chamber  of  Commerce),  Philip  W.  Bourne  (president  of  the  Boston  
Society  of  Architects),  and  Harold  A.  Rudnick,  (a  resident-­‐‑owner  at  65  
Commonwealth  Ave.  and  a  realtor).254    Also  speaking  was  Frederick  A.  Stahl,  the  
Beacon  Hill  resident  and  architect,  who  had  been  active  the  previous  year  in  the  
Bullerjahn  controversy.255    At  this  hearing,  economic  reasoning  took  center  stage,  
with  proponents  noting  that  maintaining  the  traditional,  low-­‐‑rise,  residential  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
254  Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  Feb.  20,  1964,  re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District.    City  of  
Boston  Archives.    Mrs.  Curtis’s  building,  330  Beacon  Street,  is  a  seventeen-­‐‑story  postwar  high-­‐‑rise  
at  the  corner  of  Fairfield  St.    Mr.  Jean  R.  Keith,  born  in  Boston  and  educated  at  Brockton  High  
School  and  Amherst  College,  worked  for  many  years  at  the  George  E.  Keith  Shoe  Company  in  
Brockton.    He  was  named  to  the  post  at  Garland  in  1963.    His  memorial  service  took  place  at  the  
(Episcopal)  Church  of  the  Messiah  in  Woods  Hole,  MA.    “Garland  Names  Keith,”  Boston  Globe,  
May  5,  1963,  A  62;  “Jean  R.  Keith,  65;  Headed  Brockton  shoe  firm,”  Boston  Globe,  May  20,  1981,  47.    
Henry  L.  Shattuck  was  educated  at  Noble  and  Greenough  and  at  Harvard.    He  served  in  the  
Boston  city  council  and  in  the  state  legislature.    As  a  Republican  who  was  “an  implacable  political  
foe  of  James  Michael  Curley,”  he  supported  Democrat  John  Collins  for  mayor.    “He  also  chaired  
the  Boston  Municipal  Research  Bureau  for  some  years.”    Described  at  “one  of  the  last  of  Boston’s  
Brahmins,”  he  never  married.    “Boston  Leader  H.  L.  Shattuck  Dead  at  91,”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  3,  
1971,  1.    Philip  W.  Bourne,  son  of  Frank  A.  Bourne  and  a  native  of  Boston,  was  educated  at  MIT  
and  Harvard,  beginning  his  architectural  practice  in  Boston  in  1953.    He  succeeded  Joseph  A.  
Coletti  as  the  chair  of  the  Massachusetts  Art  Commission  in  1965.    Bourne’s  memorial  service  
took  place  at  Bigelow  Chapel  at  Mount  Auburn  Cemetery.    “Philip  W.  Bourne,  83  Architect,  Led  
State  Art  Panel,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  21,  1990,  35.    Rudnick’s  wife,  Sara  Fredericks  was  a  fashion  
designer  “dubbed  ‘the  doyenne  of  Boston  couture.’"ʺ    She  “was  known  for  her  beautiful  
apartments.    Her  former  apartment  on  Commonwealth  Avenue  ‘was  almost  as  famous  as  
Fredericks  herself,’  a  newspaper  wrote.  With  its  Baccarat  chandeliers,  marble  and  parquet  floors  
and  18th  century  paneling,  the  apartment  was  featured  in  Women'ʹs  Wear  Daily,  House  and  
Garden  and  Life  magazine.”    “Sara  Fredericks,  Fashion  Designer,”  Boston  Globe,  April  9,  1986,  43.  
255  Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  Feb.  20,  1964,  re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District.    City  of  
Boston  Archives.      
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character  of  Commonwealth  Avenue  and  the  Back  Bay  would  be  essential  for  
attracting  families  back  to  the  area  from  the  suburbs.256      
Between  the  first  and  second  day  of  hearings,  representatives  of  both  sides  
laid  out  their  economic  reasoning  to  the  press:  Charles  P.  Howard  pointed  out  
that  schools  and  lodging  houses  are  already  in  the  process  of  moving  out,  and  
the  neighborhood  is  not  “degenerated,”  adding,  “The  Back  Bay  is  rapidly  
returning  to  its  former  glory  under  private  enterprise  without  urban  renewal  
funds.    People  are  moving  back  from  the  suburbs.    The  demand  for  houses  far  
exceeds  the  supply.    Prices  have  risen  and  will  rise  further,  once  the  historic  
district  is  established.”      He  went  on  to  point  out  that  building  high-­‐‑rises  would  
not  necessarily  eliminate  student  housing,  as  Boston  University  has  already  built  
some  tall  housing  blocks.257    However,  two  attorneys,  Henry  M.  Leen  and  Harold  
Horvitz  representing  the  Leventhal  brothers’  Beacon  Construction  Company,  
stressed  that  they  still  want  Commonwealth  Avenue  to  be  a  fine  residential  
boulevard  (figure  2.6).    At  the  same  time,  they  characterized  the  current  70-­‐‑foot  
height  restriction  as  “obsolete,”  an  important  term  during  the  1960s  that  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
256  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Council  Hears  High-­‐‑Rise  Row,”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  21,  1964.  
257  Boston  University  engaged  architect  José  Luis  Sert  to  update  its  master  plan  in  the  late  1950s.    
The  School  of  Law  and  Law  Library  moved  into  a  nineteen-­‐‑story  building  in  the  West  Back  Bay  
in  1961.    Nearby  Warren  Towers,  comprising  eighteen  stories,  opened  in  1965.    Nancy  Lurie  
Salzman,  Buildings  &  Builders:  an  Architectural  History  of  Boston  University  (Boston:  Boston  
University,  1985),  80,  86-­‐‑87,  98-­‐‑99.  
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implicitly  tapped  into  economic  arguments.    Leen  and  Horvitz  also  disputed  the  
notion  that  the  Back  Bay  will  improve  without  new  development.    They  talked  of  
the  neighborhood’s  “distressing  decline”  over  the  last  three  decades,  and  then  
embarked  on  a  detailed  argument  concerning  tax  revenue:    With  City  receipts  
declining,  they  said,  it  is  now  time  for  a  change.  The  290  parcels  along  the  length  
of  Commonwealth  Avenue  from  Arlington  Street  to  Charlesgate  West  –  the  
entire  length  of  the  neighborhood  –  have  an  average  assessed  value  of  $4.06  per  
square  foot.    This  meager  rate  could  increase,  they  said,  to  $15  to  $35  per  square  
foot  if  high  rises  were  permitted.    If  four  or  five  high  rises  were  built,  the  tax  
revenue  on  those  alone  could  exceed  the  collections  on  all  the  other  parcels  
combined,  they  asserted.    Another  part  of  their  argument  focused  on  the  
difficulty  and  cost  of  converting  of  rehabilitating  old  houses  for  use  as  
apartments.258      
The  second  day  of  public  hearing  brought  out  five  speakers,  heard  in  both  
morning  and  afternoon  sessions.    Four  were  in  favor  of  raising  the  height  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
258  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Mayor,  City  Council  Gird  for  2d  Back  Bay  High-­‐‑Rise  Battle,”  Boston  Globe,  
Feb.  23,  1964.    Henry  M.  Leen  was  born  in  Dorchester  and  educated  at  Boston  College.    He  was  a  
partner  in  the  firm  of  Roche  and  Leen.    At  one  time,  he  was  a  lawyer  for  the  Catholic  Archdiocese  
of  Boston.    Later  appointed  a  judge,  he  was  living  in  Milton  when  he  died.    Edgar  J.  Driscoll,  Jr.,  
“Henry  M.  Leen,  89;  Retired  judge  who  served  many  civic  groups,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  8,  1997,  C  
13.    Harold  Horvitz  was  born  in  Chelsea  and  educated  at  Tufts  University  and  Harvard  Law  
School.    He  served  as  president  of  the  Massachusetts  Bar  Association  from  1960  to  1962.    He  was  
a  senior  partner  in  the  firm  of  Guterman,  Horvitz,  Rubin  and  Rudman.  “Harold  Horvitz,  81,  
Former  Head  of  the  Massachusetts  Bar  Assn.,”  Boston  Globe,  Sept.  30,  1983,  1.  
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restriction  and  opposed  to  an  historic-­‐‑district  study:  Of  these,  three  were  from  
Beacon  Construction,  while  the  fourth,  perhaps  unexpectedly,  was  Isador  
Richmond,  the  architect  who  had  been  among  the  first  appointees  to  the  Beacon  
Hill  Architectural  Commission.    The  fifth  speaker,  Thomas  F.  MacDonough,  was  
not  opposed  to  the  study  per  se.259  
A  third  day  of  public  hearings  brought  this  process  to  a  close  on  March  13,  
1964.    Eight  people  spoke,  with  five  favoring  the  lifting  of  height  restrictions  and  
opposing  an  historic-­‐‑district  study  committee.    Three  of  these  had  expressed  
their  views  at  earlier  hearings.260    Two,  however,  were  new  here,  real  estate  men  
F.  Paul  Morgan  and  Stephen  Hopkins.261    The  remaining  three  speakers  tilted  in  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
259  Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  March  5,  1964,  re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District.    City  
of  Boston  Archives.    The  Beacon  Construction  spokesmen  were  attorneys  Harold  Horvitz  and  
Henry  M.  Leen,  along  with  administrative  assistant  David  G.  Messer.    Isador  Richmond’s  office  is  
listed  here  at  30  Newbury  St.,  a  Back  Bay  address  between  Arlington  and  Berkeley  St.    
MacDonough  was  a  resident  of  Jamaica  Plain.    His  work  address  is  given  here  as  140  Boylston  St.,  
a  location  in  the  theater  district  fronting  Boston  Common.      
260  Historic  district  opponents  Harold  Horvitz,  Dean  C.  Cushing  (Executive  Vice-­‐‑President  of  the  
Retail  Board  of  Trade  of  Boston),  and  Frank  E.  Wentworth  (owner  of  and  resident  at  76  
Marlborough  St.)  spoke  at  previous  hearings.      
261  Field  Paul  Morgan  was  born  in  Reading,  Vermont,  and  was  educated  at  Dartmouth  College.    
Active  in  real  estate,  “he  served  as  president  of  the  Massachusetts  Real  Estate  Assn.”    He  was  also  
“a  member  of  the  Sons  of  the  American  Revolution,  the  Society  of  Colonial  Wars,  and  the  Society  
of  Mayflower  Descendants.”    At  the  time  of  this  hearing,  his  office  was  at  45  Milk  Street,  in  
downtown  Boston.    Later  in  life,  he  moved  to  Cape  Cod.    “Field  Paul  Morgan;  Real  Estate  
Appraiser,  at  78,”  Boston  Globe,  June  16,  1980,  1.    Stephen  Hopkins  is  described  at  the  hearing  as  
“of  the  real  estate  firm  of  Elbert  Hopkins,  575  Boylston  Street.”      
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the  other  direction.    Of  these,  two  had  voiced  their  views  on  earlier  occasions.262    
But  R.  B.  Cutler,  executive  director  of  the  Back  Bay  Association,  was  a  new  voice  
at  this  meeting.    He  recommended  a  middle  course  between  strict  preservation  
and  rampant  real-­‐‑estate  speculation,  voicing  his  support  of  a  proposed  study  
committee.263  
In  addition  to  the  public  comment  received  during  these  three  hearings,  
letters  arrived  at  Mayor  Collins’s  office  at  City  Hall.    For  example,  Ruth  Crandall  
of  405  Marlborough  St.,  referring  to  the  possibility  of  high-­‐‑rise  buildings  on  
Commonwealth  Ave,  stated,  “There  are  other  places  for  such  buildings.”264    On  
the  other  side  of  the  question,  James  A.  Robertson  of  112  Pinckney  Street,  said,  
“Having  lived  on  the  ‘Avenue’  when  single  I  can  testify  to  the  not  so  good  
condition  of  some  present  property  on  the  in  town  end  of  the  street.    Can  not  
these  D-­‐‑-­‐‑-­‐‑  Fools  understand  the  tax  base  problem.”265  
By  the  spring  of  1964,  the  Committee  on  Ordinances  reported  on  the  
controversy,  stating  that,  “[e]xhaustive  testimony  was  heard  concerning  both  of  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
262  Historic  district  proponents  Charles  P.  Howard  (president  of  the  Neighborhood  Association  of  
the  Back  Bay)  and  Robert  C.  Dean  (former  president  of  Boston  Society  of  Architects  and  a  
member  of  the  Committee  for  Commonwealth  Avenue)  had  aired  their  positions  in  other  forums.  
263  Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  March  13,  1964,  re  Proposed  Back  Bay  Historic  District.    City  
of  Boston  Archives.    
264  Letter  from  Miss  Ruth  Crandall,  405  Marlborough  St.,  March  4,  1964.  Papers  of  John  F.  Collins,  
BRA  Project,  Commonwealth  Avenue,  Back  Bay,  1963-­‐‑66.  City  of  Boston  Archives.  
265  Letter  from  James  A.  Robertson,  112  Pinckney  St.,  April  7,  1964.  Papers  of  John  F.  Collins,  BRA  
Project,  Commonwealth  Avenue,  Back  Bay,  1963-­‐‑66.  City  of  Boston  Archives.  
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these  subjects,  both  pro  and  con.”    The  committee  also  reported  that  it  was  
“deadlocked”  on  the  question  and  respectfully  requested  that  the  Executive  
Committee  take  up  the  matter.266    The  next  month,  the  Mayor  withdrew  his  
proposal  to  eliminate  the  70-­‐‑foot  height  restriction  on  Commonwealth  Avenue,  
and  he  endorsed  the  idea  of  forming  a  study  committee  to  investigate  creating  a  
local  historic  district  in  the  Back  Bay.    The  City  Council  followed  suit.267    In  
September  1964,  a  seven-­‐‑member  study  committee  was  appointed.  Only  one  of  
the  members,  Charles  W.  Eliot  II  (a  nominee  of  the  Boston  Society  of  Landscape  
Architects)  had  played  a  public  role  in  the  Back  Bay  controversy  thus  far.    The  
others  were  new  to  the  issue,  and  a  majority  of  them  were  unaffiliated  with  the  
Back  Bay.    Mark  Bortman  was  a  Rumanian-­‐‑born  industrialist  from  Newton,  
whose  office  was  near  South  Station.    Miles  N.  Clair  was  an  MIT-­‐‑educated  civil  
engineer,  also  from  Newton.    William  W.  Drummey,  AIA,  another  MIT  alumnus,  
was  an  architect  living  in  Charles  River  Park  in  the  West  End  and  working  on  the  
edge  of  the  theater  district.    And  William  Arthur  Reilly,  educated  at  Boston  
College,  was  a  longtime  city  and  state  political  operative  living  in  Jamaica  Plain.    
Only  two  members  of  the  study  committee  either  lived  or  worked  in  the  Back  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
266  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  March  30,  1964  (p.  74).    City  of  Boston  Archives.  
267  “High-­‐‑Rise  Building  Pleas  End,”  Boston  Globe,  March  14,  1964;  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  
Council,  April  6,  1963  (p.  76,  79),  City  of  Boston  Archives;  “Collins  Ends  Back  Bay  Height  Fight”  
Boston  Globe,  April  7,  1964.  
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Bay.    Art  dealer  S.  Morton  Vose  (a  nominee  of  the  Bostonian  Society)  ran  his  
family’s  notable  gallery  at  238  Newbury  St.,  and  realtor  Arthur  P.  Wilcox  (a  
nominee  of  the  Greater  Boston  Real  Estate  Board)  lived  at  330  Beacon  St.,  the  
same  high-­‐‑rise  apartment  building  in  which  historic-­‐‑district  advocate  Mrs.  
Richard  Carey  Curtis  resided.268  
Over  the  course  of  the  next  year  –  until  the  summer  of  1965  –  neighbors  
discussed  these  issues  while  the  study  committee  did  its  work.269    Charles  P.  
Howard  stressed  that  the  neighborhood  is  recovering  on  its  own  –  adding  that  in  
other  (unnamed)  cities  high-­‐‑rises  have  been  built  that  actually  caused  property  
values  to  fall.    He  also  pointed  out  that  high-­‐‑rises  could  still  be  built  elsewhere  in  
the  City,  if  their  proponents  are  so  confident  in  their  capacity  to  generate  tax-­‐‑	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
268  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Sept.  14,  1964  (p.  162).    City  of  Boston  Archives.    Prof.  
Eliot’s  address  is  listed  as  25  Reservoir  St.,  Cambridge.    Bortman’s  address  is  noted  as  183  Essex  
St.,  Boston.    Clair’s  address  is  recorded  at  17  Dorset  Rd.,  Newton.    Drummey’s  address  is  given  as  
80  Boylston  St.,  Boston,  an  office  building  at  the  corner  of  Tremont  St.,  facing  the  Common.    
Reilly’s  home  was  at  14  Arborway  in  Jamaica  Plain.    Bortman’s  memorial  service  was  held  at  the  
Temple  Israel  Meeting  House  in  Boston.    “Newton  Industrialist:  ‘People  to  People’  Head  Mark  
Bortman,  at  71,”  Boston  Globe,  June  2,  1967,  30.    Clair’s  memorial  service  took  place  at  the  
(Episcopal)  Church  of  the  Redeemer  in  Chestnut  Hill.    “Miles  N.  Clair,  80,  authority  on  uses  of  
precast  concrete,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  25,  1981,  39.    Reilly’s  funeral  mass  was  said  at  St.  Thomas  
Aquinas  (Catholic)  Church  in  Jamaica  Plain.    “W.  Arthur  Reilly,  Ex-­‐‑Deputy  Mayor,”  Boston  Globe,  
April  4,  1969,  30.    Vose  lived  in  Brookline  “for  nearly  90  years.”    His  memorial  service  there  was  
at  First  Parish  Church  (Unitarian  Universalist).    Bryan  Marquand,  “Seth  Morton  Vose,  II,  at  98;  art  
historian  owned  galleries,”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  14,  2008,  C  16.    Wilcox’s  funeral  service  was  held  at  
First  Trinitarian  Congregational  Church  (United  Church  of  Christ)  in  Scituate.    “Arthur  Wilcox,  
headed  national  Realtors  Assn.,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  16,  1975,  69.  
269  The  Historic  Districts  Act  states  that  any  municipality  considering  designating  an  historic  
district  shall  create  a  study  committee  to  make  “an  investigation  and  report  on  the  historical  and  
architectural  significance  of  the  buildings,  structures  or  sites  to  be  included  in  the  proposed  
historic  district  or  districts.”    Massachusetts  General  Laws,  Chapter  40C,  Section  3.  
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revenue.    Finally,  he  pointed  out  that  since  the  Back  Bay  is  all  filled  land,  the  
costs  of  constructing  foundations  for  high-­‐‑rises  are  inordinately  high,  noting  that  
the  foundation  of  a  tall  building  on  Beacon  Street  recently  cost  a  quarter  of  a  
million  dollars.    As  a  result,  rehabbing  existing  buildings  is  actually  cheaper.270      
Additionally,  letters  continued  to  arrive  at  City  Hall.    Ed  Hovnarian  a  
resident  of  West  Roxbury,  wrote:    
“Dear  Mr.  Mayor  
“You’re  the  greatest  thing  to  happen  to  old  Boston  since  the  Great  
Fire  but  please,  please  leave  Commonwealth  Ave  alone.  
                  Ed  Hovnarian  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
270  Charles  P.  Howard,  “High-­‐‑Rise  Buildings  Don’t  Make  Sense,”  Boston  Globe,  June  28,  1964.    
Howard  could  have  been  thinking  of  330  Beacon  St.  (designed  by  Hugh  Stubbins)  or  180  Beacon  
St.  (designed  by  S.  J.  Kessler).    Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts,  150.    The  waterside  of  Beacon  
St.  between  Dartmouth  St.  and  Massachusetts  Ave.  was  rezoned  in  1956,  thus  permitting  the  
construction  of  330  Beacon  St.    Paul  F.  Kneeland,  “Boston  May  Become  a  City  of  Skyscrapers  If-­‐‑-­‐‑,”  
Boston  Globe,  April  24,  1960,  4.    330  Beacon  was  described  as  a  “more-­‐‑than-­‐‑$3  million  building.”    It  
was  under  construction  in  1959  with  the  aim  of  opening  during  the  summer  of  1960.    Paul  F.  
Kneeland,  “17-­‐‑Story  Back  Bay  Apartment  Started:  78  Luxury  Units  to  be  Offered  at  330  Beacon  St.  
Overlooking  Basin,”  Boston  Globe,  April  9,  1959,  7.    The  properties  at  176,  178,  and  180  Beacon  St.,  
with  existing  buildings  ranging  from  three  to  five  stories  tall,  came  under  common  ownership  in  
1960.    “Podren  Buys  Properties,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  24,  1960,  A  36.    The  new  building  constructed  
there,  another  17-­‐‑story  high  rise,  was  the  work  of  developer  Max  Wasserman,  who  was  also  
moving  forward  with  plans  to  renovate  a  row  of  nine  townhouses  at  11-­‐‑27  Bowdoin  St.  on  the  
North  Slope  of  Beacon  Hill.    The  rental  agent  for  180  Beacon  was  the  firm  of  William  C.  Codman  
&  Son  of  Beacon  Hill.    It  was  “only  the  second  high  rise  apartment  building  .  .  .  along  the  
waterside  of  Beacon  St.”    Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Still  Another  High  Rise:  New  Beacon  St.  Beacon,”  
Boston  Globe,  Dec.  12,  1965,  B  47.    180  Beacon  St.  opened  in  1967.    Phyllis  Coons,  “New  Deluxe  
Apartments  Open  at  180  Beacon  St.,”  Boston  Globe,  May  28,  1967,  A  65.    Max  Wasserman  was  
educated  at  Cambridge  Latin  High  School  and  MIT.    “As  president  of  Sandell  Development  
Corp.,  he  used  special  foundation  techniques  in  constructing  the  17-­‐‑story  condominiums  at  180  
Beacon  St.,  Boston.    He  was  [also]  a  founder  of  Temple  Shalom  of  West  Newton.”    “Max  
Wasserman,  72;  Developed  Real  Estate,  Founded  Three  Firms,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  6,  1986,  47.  
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“P.S.  Even  though  I’m  a  Goldwater  Republican  run  as  anything  
from  dog-­‐‑catcher  to  President  &  you’ve  got  my  vote”271  
  
William  P.  Jencks,  a  professor  at  Brandeis  University,  cautioned  the  Mayor:  “a  
decision  .  .  .  once  made,  affects  Boston  for  the  rest  of  time.”    He  added  that  
anyone  who  decides  in  favor  of  high  rises  on  Commonwealth  Avenue  “will  live  
to  regret  it.  .  .  it  is  unfair  to  future  generations.”272  
By  the  spring  of  1965,  another  proposed  high-­‐‑rise  was  on  the  horizon  –  on  
a  lot  next  to  the  venerable  Ritz  Hotel  on  Commonwealth  Avenue  at  the  corner  of  
Arlington  Street  (figure  2.7).    The  firm  of  Cabot,  Cabot,  and  Forbes  sought  to  
build  a  324-­‐‑foot  tower  housing  94  apartments.    Like  the  proposal  by  the  
Levanthal  brothers,  this  also  would  require  an  exemption  from  the  existing  70-­‐‑
foot  height  restriction,  although  it  seemed  to  provoke  less  controversy.    The  
developers  showed  their  plans  at  a  meeting  of  the  Neighborhood  Association  of  
the  Back  Bay  without  a  violent  backlash.    Nevertheless,  the  legal  implication  of  
the  two  projects  were  clearly  related,  as  the  skeptical  city  councilman  William  J.  
Foley  acknowledged  when  asked  to  take  a  position  on  the  latter  project,  “There  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
271  Letter  from  Ed  Hovnarian,  356  LaGrange  St.,  West  Roxbury,  to  Mayor  Collins,  July  15,  1964.    
Papers  of  John  F.  Collins,  BRA  Commonwealth  Avenue,  Chestnut  Hill,  1963.  
272  Letter  from  William  P.  Jencks,  Prof.  of  Biochemistry,  Brandeis  Univ.,  to  Mayor  Collins,  Nov.  6,  




ought  to  be  a  general  settlement  of  the  total  Commonwealth  av.  height  problem  
first.”273  
Meanwhile,  the  study  committee  tasked  with  assessing  whether  an  
historic  district  should  be  created  was  advancing  in  its  work.    It  held  eleven  
meetings,  consulted  with  experts,  and  reviewed  the  extensive  public  testimony  
aired  in  the  relevant  hearings.274    During  the  summer  of  1965,  the  committee  
came  back  with  a  draft  report:  “[T]here  is  not  sufficient  historic  significance  in  
the  study  area  to  warrant  the  establishment  of  an  historic  district,  with  its  
cumbersome  statutory  restrictions.”    The  study  committee’s  draft  report  went  on  
to  say  that  the  Back  Bay  “is  not  Brattle  Street  in  Cambridge,  the  Lexington  Green,  
or  Monument  Street  in  Concord.    Nor  is  it  Beacon  Hill  or  the  old  North  End.    We  
fear  that  the  establishment  of  an  historic  district  would  have  a  stifling  effect  on  
needed  replacement  of  certain  properties,  particularly  on  Commonwealth  
Avenue.”275    
Proponents  of  a  district  were  stunned.    Having  overcome  the  obstacles  to  
creating  a  study  committee  in  the  first  place,  could  not  adherents  of  the  proposal  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
273  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Ritz’  Neighbor  Faces  Hurdles,”  Boston  Globe,  May  12,  1965.    Cabot,  Cabot,  
and  Forbes  were  also  building  in  downtown  Boston  and  on  the  city’s  suburban  periphery  along  
Route  128.    O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  19,  204;  Rubin,  Insuring  the  City,  147.  
274  Draft  Report  of  Back  Bay  Historic  District  Study  Committee,  3.  Papers  of  John  F.  Collins,  
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  Projects  Back  Bay,  9/16/62-­‐‑6/24/64.  City  of  Boston  Archives.  
275  Draft  Report  of  Back  Bay  Historic  District  Study  Committee,  9-­‐‑10.    Papers  of  John  F.  Collins,  
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  Projects  Back  Bay,  9/16/62-­‐‑6/24/64.  City  of  Boston  Archives.  
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have  expected  that  the  group  charged  with  examining  the  question  would  
recommend  that  a  district  be  created?    Apparently  not.    Mayor  Collins  
summarized  his  interpretation  of  the  committee’s  findings:    There  are  
“overriding  physical  and  economic  considerations  which  would  make  the  
establishment  of  an  historic  district  unfeasible,  impractical  and  contrary  to  the  
best  interest  of  the  inhabitants  of  Boston  and  of  Back  Bay  itself.”    Perhaps  not  
surprisingly,  three  out  of  four  of  Collins  appointees  to  the  committee  voted  not  
to  create  an  historic  district.276    In  this,  they  were  joined  by  the  appointee  named  
by  the  Greater  Boston  Real  Estate  Board  (realtor  Arthur  D.  Wilcox).    On  the  other  
side  of  the  question  were  one  of  Collins’s  appointees  (engineer  Miles  N.  Clair)  
and  those  nominated  by  the  Boston  Society  of  Landscape  Architects  (Prof.  
Charles  W.  Eliot)  and  the  Bostonian  Society  (art  dealer  S.  Morton  Vose).277  
Flush  with  this  victory,  the  Mayor  and  his  allies  went  on  the  offensive  
during  the  fall  of  1965,  renewing  his  push  to  lift  height  restrictions  on  eight  
corners  on  Commonwealth  Avenue,  including  the  corners  proposed  for  high  
rises  by  the  Levanthal  brothers  and  Cabot,  Cabot,  and  Forbes  (figure  2.8).278    Such  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
276  Political  operative  William  Arthur  Reilly,  industrialist  Mark  Bortman,  and  architect  William  W.  
Drummey.  
277  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Back  Bay  Historic  District  Rejected,  4-­‐‑5,”  Boston  Globe,  July  20,  1965.  
278  At  Arlington  Street,  where  the  Cabot,  Cabot,  and  Forbes  project  was  planned,  the  restriction  
would  increase  to  285  feet.    At  Berkeley,  Clarendon,  and  Dartmouth  Streets,  the  restriction  would  
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a  change  would  allow  for  45  million  dollars’  worth  of  “taxable  construction”  and  
would  “halt  deterioration  of  the  famed  district.”    Mayor  Collins  also  
recommended  that  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  be  given  the  authority  
to  review  the  proposed  exterior  design  of  any  new  high  rises  at  these  locations.279    
Mayor  Collins  brought  his  plan  in  November  to  a  meeting  of  “a  federation  of  
organizations  and  institutions”  called  the  Back  Bay  Council,  which  apparently  
“OK”-­‐‑ed  it.280    One  prominent  corporate  chief  executive  officer  also  supported  
the  measure.    Sidney  R.  Rabb,  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Stop  &  Shop,  Inc.,  an  
important  chain  of  supermarkets,  wrote  to  the  Mayor  at  Collins’s  home  in  
Jamaica  Plain,  regarding  a  “change  in  zoning  at  the  corner  of  Clarendon  Street  
and  Commonwealth  Avenue.”    Rabb  explained  that  his  wife  co-­‐‑owns  a  building  
at  65  Commonwealth  Avenue  and  seeks  a  change  in  zoning.    Referring  to  an  
upcoming  agenda  item,  he  wrote  obliquely,  “I  realize  that  the  hearing  before  the  
Council  is  to  take  place  this  Tuesday,  and  I  would  like  to  feel  as  though  we  could  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
increase  to  200  feet.    Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Nov.  15,  1965  (p.  198-­‐‑199).    City  of  
Boston  Archives.  
279  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Nov.  15,  1963  (198-­‐‑199),  City  of  Boston  Archives;  Joseph  A.  
Keblinsky,  “Collins  Asks  Change  in  Back  Bay  Code,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  16,  1965.  
280  “Back  Bay  Council  OKs  High  Rise  Plan,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  28,  1965.  
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join  with  you  and  the  others  in  recommending  this  change.    Hence,  the  reason  for  
presuming  on  your  privacy  and  sending  this  letter  to  your  home.”281  
Yet  Mayor  Collins’s  second  attempt  to  permit  high  rises  in  the  Back  Bay  
would  experience  significant  resistance.    Arnold  W.  Hunnewell,  a  property  
owner  and  neighborhood  resident  “for  many  years”  at  129  Commonwealth  
Avenue  petitioned  the  City  Council,  asking  it  to  defer  action  on  the  ordinance  
“until  after  the  Study  Committee  for  a  Historic  District  on  the  Back  Bay  has  
reported  to  the  Council.”    Hunnewell  explained  that  Chapter  40C  of  the  state  
statutes  requires  a  study  committee  to  file  a  preliminary  report  to  the  State  
Commissioners  of  Commerce  and  of  Natural  Resources,  to  the  State  Art  
Commission,  and  to  the  Planning  Board  of  the  City  of  Boston  (the  Boston  
Redevelopment  Authority).    This  the  study  committee  has  not  done.    Hunnewell  
said,  “It  is  holding  meetings  to  study  a  draft  of  the  report  and  to  agree  upon  its  
final  form.    There  will  probably  be  majority  and  minority  reports,  either  of  which  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
281  Letter  from  Sidney  R.  Rabb,  Chairman  of  the  Board,  Stop  &  Shop,  Inc.,  393  D  St.,  Boston,  to  
Mayor  Collins,  20  Myrtle  St.,  Jamaica  Plain,  Nov.  19,  1965.    Papers  of  John  F.  Collins,  BRA  Project,  
Commonwealth  Avenue,  Back  Bay,  1963-­‐‑66.    City  of  Boston  Archives.    Sidney  Rabb  was  born  in  
Boston  as  Sidney  R.  Rabinovitz,  the  son  of  a  wholesale  grocer.    He  graduated  from  Boston  Latin  
School  and  attended  Harvard  University  until  he  joined  the  Marines  in  World  War  I.    In  1918,  he  
went  to  work  at  Economy  Stores,  rising  through  the  ranks.    In  1946,  the  company  became  Stop  
and  Shop.    He  received  honorary  degrees  from  Boston  College  and  from  Harvard,  Suffolk,  and  
Tufts  Universities.    He  lived  on  Commonwealth  Avenue  and  supported  many  philanthropies,  




the  Council  can  follow.”    But,  “To  act  now,  in  the  absence  of  this  report,  would  
be  most  unwise  and  unfair.”    And,    
As  the  owner  of  a  house  situated  on  the  north  side  of  
Commonwealth  avenue  [sic]  between  two  of  the  corners  on  which  
his  Honor  recommends  that  high  buildings  be  authorized,  I  would  
suffer  severe  and  irreparable  damage  to  my  property  if  the  Council  
should  authorize  the  removal  of  the  existing  height  limits  to  permit  
the  erection  of  buildings  200  feet  high  on  the  northwest  corners  of  
Commonwealth  avenue  and  Clarendon  and  Dartmouth  streets,  
respectively,  and  might  have  to  appeal  to  the  Superior  Court  to  
prevent  this  damage  to  my  property.    This  I  do  not  wish  to  do.    
Other  property  owners  on  Commonwealth  avenue  [sic]  might  well  
follow  this  same  course  to  protect  their  properties.      
  
While  Councilor  W.  J.  Foley  moved  that  the  Council  adopt  this  policy  of  waiting  
for  the  completion  of  the  study  committee’s  report,  that  motion  lost  among  his  
colleagues  on  the  council.282  
On  November  30,  December  1,  December  2,  and  December  7,  the  City  
Council  held  public  hearings  on  the  Mayor’s  proposed  ordinance  to  raise  the  
height  restriction  on  Commonwealth  Avenue.283    Sixteen  speakers  testified  on  the  
first  day.  The  chairman  of  the  historic-­‐‑district  study  committee,  retired  city  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
282  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Nov.  29,  1965  (p.  207).    City  of  Boston  Archives.    Arnold  W.  
Hunnewell  was  born  in  Boston  and  educated  at  Groton  and  Harvard.    He  was  a  banker  and  
investor.    At  his  death  in  1972,  he  was  living  in  South  Natick.    His  funeral  was  at  St.  Andrew’s  
(Episcopal)  Church,  Wellesley.    “A.  Hunnewell  Nashua  Co.  ex-­‐‑officer,  82,”  Boston  Globe,  July  23,  
1972,  59;  BOSarchitecture,  http://www.bosarchitecture.com/backbay/commonwealth/129.html.    
Accessed  June  4,  2014.  
283  “Comm.  Ave.  High-­‐‑Rise  Airing  Today,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  30,  1965;  Minutes  of  the  Boston  
City  Council,  Dec.  20,  1965  (p.  235).    City  of  Boston  Archives.  
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official  William  Arthur  Reilly,  spoke  first,  more  or  less  reading  his  committee’s  
draft  report  into  the  record  and  acknowledging  the  4-­‐‑3  vote  against  an  historic  
district.    Seven  speakers  voiced  opposition  to  the  Mayor’s  plan  to  allow  high  
rises,  five  of  whom  we  have  heard  from  before.284    But  two  additional  high-­‐‑rise  
opponents  –  a  bipartisan  duo  from  the  state  legislature  –  were  new  to  this  
meeting:  Republican  Rep.  John  W.  Sears  and  Democratic  Rep.  Katharine  D.  
Kane.285    On  the  other  side  of  the  question,  three  speakers  expressed  support  for  
easing  height  restrictions:  Norman  Leventhal  of  Beacon  Construction  has  been  a  
familiar  participant  at  these  hearings,  but  two  others  made  their  first  appearance:  
James  G.  Kelso  (executive  vice  president  of  the  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  
Commerce)  and  William  L.  Phipps  (secretary  of  the  Retail  Trade  Board  of  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
284  The  five  high-­‐‑rise  opponents  speaking  at  earlier  hearings  were  Prof.  Charles  W.  Eliot,  Gabriel  
Piemonte  (now  a  private  citizen  no  longer  on  the  City  Council),  Henry  L.  Shattuck,  Sen.  Oliver  F.  
Ames,  and  Rep.  John  W.  Frenning.      
285  John  Winthrop  Sears  was  born  in  Boston  and  educated  at  St.  Marks  and  at  Harvard.    A  lawyer  
and  stockbroker  by  profession,  he  served  in  the  Massachusetts  House  as  a  Republican  from  1965  
to  1968.    A  Beacon  Hill  resident,  he  has  been  a  member  of  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association,  the  
Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay,  and  the  Bay  Village  Association.    Public  Officers  of  
the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  
http://www.archive.org/stream/publicofficersof19671968bost#page/282/mode/2up.    Accessed  
June  4,  2014.    Katharine  D.  Kane  was  educated  at  Miss  Porter’s  School  and  Smith  College.    “In  the  
1960s,  young  liberals  met  at  Mrs.  Kane'ʹs  Chestnut  Street  home  on  Beacon  Hill  and  a  young  
Barney  Frank  took  notes  at  the  gatherings.  Those  attending  called  themselves  the  Democratic  
Study  Group  and  met  Mondays  after  the  Legislature  adjourned  to  discuss  how  to  bring  their  
ideas  to  fruition.”    In  the  Massachusetts  House,  she  “represent[ed]  a  district  that  spanned  the  
North  End  and  Chinatown.”    Later,  she  served  in  the  administration  of  Mayor  Kevin  White.    
Emma  Stickgold,  “Katharine  D.  Kane,  first  woman  to  serve  as  Boston’s  deputy  mayor,”  Boston  
Globe,  Oct.  15,  2013,  B  10.      
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Boston).286    One  person  took  a  more  nuanced  stand:  John  Ewell  (President,  Back  
Bay  Association)  supported  the  proposed  high  rise  on  Arlington  Street  but  
expressed  misgivings  about  the  planned  apartment  tower  on  Clarendon  Street.  287    
Meanwhile,  planner  Ed  Logue  came  out  in  favor  of  a  70-­‐‑foot  height  restriction  
throughout  the  Back  Bay  –  not  just  on  Commonwealth  Avenue.    At  the  same  
time,  he  seemed  comfortable  with  the  high  rises  called  for  in  the  Mayor’s  
proposal.288      
On  the  second  day  of  public  hearings  concerning  the  high-­‐‑rise  ordinance,  
eleven  people  spoke.289    Two  were  clearly  in  favor  of  the  proposal:  Architect  
Isador  Richmond,  who  also  spoke  at  an  earlier  hearing,  thought  the  measure  
would  help  rejuvenate  the  area.    Also  favoring  high  rises  was  Erling  Lagerholm,  
vice  president  of  Cabot,  Cabot  and  Forbes.    But  six  were  clearly  opposed  to  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
286  James  G.  Kelso  was  born  in  Worcester  and  educated  at  Dartmouth  College  and  Harvard  
University.    He  worked  at  MIT,  the  Rhode  Island  School  of  Design,  and  the  Chandler  School  for  
Women.    In  1964,  he  was  named  executive  vice  president  of  the  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  
Commerce.    He  lived  in  Duxbury.    “Executive  V.P.:  Educator  Kelso  To  Run  Chamber,”  Boston  
Globe,  May  26,  1964,  27.    William  L.  Phipps  was  educated  at  Norwich  University.    He  became  
secretary  of  the  Retail  Trade  Board  of  Boston  in  1960.    “Retail  Trade  Board  Names  Phipps  As  
Secretary,”  Boston  Globe,  Oct.  4,  1960,  7.  
287  Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  Nov.  30,  1965,  public  hearing  re  proposed  changes  to  height  
restriction  on  Commonwealth  Avenue.    City  of  Boston  Archives.  John  W.  Ewell  was  affiliated  
with  the  First  National  Bank.  He  became  first  vice  president  of  the  Back  Bay  Association  in  1963.    
“To  Head  Back  Bay  Assn.,”  Boston  Globe,  April  18,  1963,  2.  
288  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Logue  Recommends  Height  Restrictions  on  Comm.  Ave,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  
1,  1965.  
289  Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  Dec.  1,  1965,  public  hearing  re  proposed  changes  to  height  
restriction  on  Commonwealth  Avenue.    City  of  Boston  Archives.  
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proposed  change,  all  of  whom  were  experienced  in  this  cause.290    Former  
Massachusetts  Art  Commission  Chair  Joseph  A.  Coletti  amplified  on  the  role  of  
the  profit  motive,  referring  to  “one  particular  developer  who  I  am  sure  is  not  
interested  in  anything  but  a  profit  –  which  is  all  right  –  but  not  at  the  expense  of  
this  wonderful  place.”    Beacon  Hill  realtor  John  Codman’s  testimony  aligned  
preservation  goals  with  economic  reasoning.    He  said  there  is  “an  active  demand  
for  single  homes”  in  the  Back  Bay,  noting  that  while  only  ten  houses  sold  on  
Marlborough  Street  from  1950  to  1960  with  an  average  price  of  $21,000,  in  1961  
alone  ten  houses  sold  at  an  average  price  of  $58,000.    Moreover,  none  of  these  
sales  resulted  in  the  properties  being  converted  to  dormitories.291      
On  the  third  day  of  public  hearings,  seven  people  spoke  –  three  members  
of  the  public  and  four  city  staff  members.    All  three  members  of  the  public  were  
clearly  opposed  to  raising  height  restrictions  on  Commonwealth  Avenue:  
Bertram  K.  Little,  director  of  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  of  New  England  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
290  Verbatim  transcript,  public  hearing,  Dec.  1,  1965.    Collection  0100.002a.    City  of  Boston  
Archives.    Familiar  voices  speaking  against  permitting  high  rises  in  the  Back  Bay  were  William  F.  
Otis  (resident  at  305  Beacon  St.),  James  C  Bayley    (27  Hereford  St.,  former  member  of  the  city  
council),  Robert  C.  Dean  (architect,  resident  of  Wellesley,  with  an  office  in  Boston,  who  was  on  
the  Committee  for  Commonwealth  Avenue),  Joseph  A.  Coletti  (by  this  time  a  private  citizen),  
Philip  W.  Bourne  (president  of  the  Boston  Society  of  Architects  and  now  chair  of  the  
Massachusetts  Art  Commission),  and  John  Codman  (chair  of  the  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  
Commission  and  realtor  who  “currently  manage[s]  16  properties  in  the  Back  Bay”).  
291  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “High  Rise  Critics  Like  Commonwealth  Av.  as  Is,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  2,  1965.    
Joseph  A.  Coletti’s  comments  concerning  “a  developer”  presumably  refer  to  the  Levanthal  
brothers’  Beacon  Construction  Company.  
	  	  
152 
Antiquities  (he  called  the  buildings  on  Commonwealth  Avenue  “three  
dimensional  teaching  aids”);292  Mrs.  Henry  Porter,  a  real  estate  broker  and  an  
abutter  to  the  Arlington  Street  project  (which  she  characterized  as  a  “Berlin  
Wall”);293  and  J.  Daniel  Selig,  an  architectural  historian  of  60  Commonwealth  
Avenue.    (He  said,  “Boston  landmarks  will  be  totally  demolished  by  these  high  
rise  buildings.”)294    
On  the  fourth  and  last  day  of  the  hearings,  a  dozen  people  spoke.    None  
clearly  supported  the  Mayor’s  proposal  to  permit  high  rises  on  Commonwealth  
Avenue.    Mary  Crozier,  speaking  of  her  family,  which  included  two  children,  
said,    “we  are  committed  to  living  in  the  city,  and  particularly  on  
Commonwealth  Avenue.”295    Charles  P.  Howard  stressed  that  the  neighborhood  
is  recovering,  saying  that  the  Back  Bay  “if  you  leave  it  alone,  will  come  back  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
292  In  the  context  of  architectural  history.    Verbatim  transcript,  public  hearing,  Dec.  2,  1965,  380,  
Collection  0100.002a.    City  of  Boston  Archives.  
293  Verbatim  transcript,  public  hearing,  Dec.  2,  1965,  458.  Collection  0100.002a.    City  of  Boston  
Archives.    Mrs.  Porter  lived  at  12  Commonwealth  Ave.  
294  Verbatim  transcript,  public  hearing,  Dec.  2,  1965,  500.    Collection  0100.002a.    City  of  Boston  
Archives.    J.  Daniel  Selig,  originally  from  Philadelphia,  had  been  employed  as  an  architectural  
historian  at  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  –  perhaps  the  first  at  that  agency  –  until  
resigning  in  March  1965.    He  also  led  architectural  walking  tours  and  lectured  at  various  
institutions  around  Boston  during  the  1960s.    He  later  relocated  out  of  the  area.    “Historians  
Decry  Church  Loss,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  14,  1964,  4;  Minutes  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment  
Authority,  March  11,  1965,  11;  Peter  C.  Hotton,  “Handyman  Essential  in  Fighting  City  Decay,”  
Boston  Globe,  June  26,  1966,  B  30;  Robert  Hanley,  “Viewing  the  Spires  of  Jersey  City,”  New  York  
Times,  Sept.  17,  1982  C23.  




way  it  was  75  or  100  years  ago.”    Howard  also  noted  that  some  properties  have  
doubled  in  value  in  ten  years.296      
As  with  earlier  rounds  of  public  hearings,  some  people  could  not  or  chose  
not  to  attend,  submitting  their  comments  in  writing  to  the  Mayor.    These  
included  some  from  citizens  who  identified  themselves  as  supporters  of  the  
Mayor  who  nevertheless  opposed  him  on  raising  height  restrictions  on  
Commonwealth  Avenue.  For  example,  Mr.  R.  B.  Jones  of  443  Beacon  Street  
wrote,  “I  have  long  been  a  supporter  of  yours  .  .  .  However,  it  is  impossible  for  
me  to  understand  the  thinking  which  prompted  you  to  submit  an  ordinance  to  
the  City  Council  which  would  remove  the  70  feet  restrictions  on  the  height  of  
houses  on  Commonwealth  Ave.”297    Similarly,  Mr.  Elia  Malgieri  of  105  Pinckney  
St.,  said,  “Boston  .  .  .  is  now  enjoying  a  great  revival;  and  no  one  can  deny  that  
you  are  basically  responsible  for  it.    Nevertheless,  now  you  are  making  a  horrible  
mistake.    The  proposed  construction  in  the  back  bay  [sic]  will  mar  the  face  of  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
296  “High  Rise  Will  Destroy  Back  Bay,  Foes  Claim,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  8,  1965.    Other  attendees  at  
this  hearing  included:  Vincent  Merrill,  president  of  the  Boston  Society  of  Landscape  Architects;  
Laura  Dwight  of  65  Commonwealth  Avenue  and  chair  of  the  Garden  Committee  of  the  
Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay;  Mary  P.  Caner  of  Marlborough  St.;  Fred  M.  Roberts  
of  176  Marlborough  St.;  Mrs.  Marchant  W.  Eldridge  of  Belmont,  who  owned  property  on  
Marlborough  St.;  Mrs.  Mary  Hovestad  of  220  Marlborough  St.;  and  former  Rep.  Gordon  D.  
Boynton,  of  239  Commonwealth  Ave.    Verbatim  transcript,  public  hearing,  Dec.  7,  1965,  531.  
Collection  0100.002a.    City  of  Boston  Archives.  
297  Letter  from  Mr.  R.  B.  Jones,  443  Beacon  St.,  to  Mayor  Collins,  Dec.  5,  1965.  Papers  of  John  F.  
Collins,  BRA  Project,  Commonwealth  Ave.,  Back  Bay,  1963-­‐‑66.  City  of  Boston  Archives.  
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Boston  irreparably  .  .  .”298    Others  supported  the  Mayor’s  proposal.    Anne  D.  
Ludwig  sent  a  telegram  to  Mayor  Collins,  declaring  that  opposition  to  high-­‐‑rise  
is  “nonsence”  [sic].    She  added  that  the  city  should  seek  to  improve  the  area,  “not  
ruin  it  with  students  cars  and  filth.”299    A  more  measured  endorsement  of  high  
rises  came  from  Jack  E.  Molesworth  of  88  Beacon  St.,  who  wrote  to  Councilor  
Barry  Hynes,  Chairman,  Committee  on  Ordinances,  calling  opposition  to  the  
Mayor’s  proposal  “unrealistic  and  contrary  to  the  best  interests  of  the  proper  
development  and  grading  up  on  Commonwealth  Avenue.”300  
A  few  days  before  Christmas  1965,  Mayor  Collins’s  push  to  lift  height  
restrictions  came  to  a  head  at  a  meeting  of  the  City  Council.    Councilman  W.  J.  
Foley  offered  a  motion  to  limit  the  raising  of  height  restrictions  only  to  Arlington  
Street.    Such  an  ordinance  would  only  allow  for  the  planned  Cabot,  Cabot  and  
Forbes  high-­‐‑rise  on  the  edge  of  the  Back  Bay  facing  the  Boston  Public  Garden,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
298  Letter  from  Mr.  Elia  Malgieri,  105  Pinckney  St.,  to  Mayor  Collins,  Dec.  21,  1965.  Papers  of  John  
F.  Collins,  BRA  Project,  Commonwealth  Ave.,  Back  Bay,  1963-­‐‑66.  City  of  Boston  Archives.  
299  Telegram  from  Anne  D.  Ludwig  (Newton,  MA?)  to  Mayor  Collins.  Papers  of  John  F.  Collins,  
BRA  Project,  Commonwealth  Ave.,  Back  Bay,  1963-­‐‑66.  City  of  Boston  Archives.  
300  Letter  from  Jack  E.  Molesworth,  88  Beacon  St.,  to  Councilor  Barry  Hynes,  Chairman,  
committee  on  Ordinances,  Dec.  3,  1965.  Papers  of  John  F.  Collins,  BRA  Project,  Commonwealth  
Ave.,  Back  Bay,  1963-­‐‑66.  City  of  Boston  Archives.    In  1962  Molesworth  “was  a  Republican  state  
committeeman  from  the  Back  Bay.”    He  later  moved  to  Winchester,  where  he  died  in  2007.    
Howie  Carr,  “Hub  politician  dialed  it  up  a  notch  –  or  Six,”  Boston  Herald,  Oct.  3,  2007,  6.    Barry  
Hynes,  the  son  of  Boston  mayor  John  Hynes,  was  raised  in  Dorchester  Lower  Mills  and  educated  
at  Boston  College  High  School  and  the  University  of  Notre  Dame.    He  “served  four  years  on  the  
city  council,  two  of  them  as  president.”    Later,  he  was  elected  city  clerk.    Peter  Cowen,  “Barry  
Hynes  elected  city  clerk,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  10,  1978,  45.  
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but  not  the  one  in  the  midst  of  the  neighborhood  envisioned  by  the  Leventhal  
brothers’  Beacon  Construction.      This  motion  failed.301    Then  the  question  turned  
to  the  ordinance  as  Collins  had  proposed,  allowing  high  rises  along  
Commonwealth  Avenue  on  the  westerly  corners  of  Arlington,  Berkeley,  
Clarendon,  and  Dartmouth  Streets,  clearing  the  way  for  both  proposed  high  
rises,  along  with  others  not  yet  on  the  drawing  table.    Foley  was  strongly  
opposed  to  this  approach.    At  one  point  during  the  meeting,  speaking  of  
Commonwealth  Avenue,  he  blurted  out,  “I  won’t  vote  to  destroy  it  –  not  for  
Hirsh  Freed.”    For  the  councilor  and  for  others,  this  attorney  for  the  Leventhals  
who  was  also  a  speechwriter  and  close  confidante  of  the  mayor  personified  an  
unsavory  connection  between  a  developer  needing  an  ordinance  changed  and  
the  public  body  capable  of  granting  that  exception.    But  the  City  Council  as  a  
whole  supported  the  measure,  adopting  the  high-­‐‑rise  ordinance  on  split  vote.    
The  lengthy  meeting  then  adjourned  shortly  before  midnight.302  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
301  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Dec.  20,  1965  (p.  235).    City  of  Boston  Archives.  
302  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “High  Rise  OK’d  for  Back  Bay,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  21,  1965,  1.    Voting  for  the  
high-­‐‑rise  ordinance  were  councilors  Peter  Hines,  Frederick  C.  Langone,  Katherine  Craven,  John  J.  
Tierney,  and  George  Foley.    On  the  other  side  of  the  question  were  William  Foley  (no  relation),  
Christopher  Iannella,  and  John  E.  Kerrigan,  the  same  three  who  had  voted  for  the  creation  of  a  
Back  Bay  study  committee  in  December  1963.  Frederick  C.  Langone,  from  the  North  End,  was  
educated  at  Boston  University  and  served  in  the  City  Council  from  1961  to  1971  and  from  1973  to  
1984.    He  died  in  2001,  and  his  funeral  mass  was  at  Sacred  Heart  (Catholic)  Church  in  Boston.    
Tom  Long,  “Frederick  C.  Langone,  at  79;  Colorful  Boston  Councilor,”  Boston  Globe,  June  26,  2001,  
B  7.    Katherine  Kane  Craven  was  born  in  Charlestown  and  educated  at  St.  Patrick’s  Commercial  
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Meanwhile,  advocates  of  an  historic  district  went  in  a  new  direction.    On  
January  5,  1966,  the  Massachusetts  House  of  Representatives  acknowledged  
receipt  of  a  bill  filed  by  Rep.  John  W.  Sears,  “to  place  control  of  the  exterior  
design  of  buildings  in  the  Back  Bay  area  in  the  city  of  Boston  under  the  control  of  
the  planning  board  of  said  city.”303    Although  its  title  makes  no  reference  to  an  
historic  district,  its  claim  to  regulate  the  exteriors  of  all  buildings  in  one  portion  
of  the  city  suggests  what  is  at  stake.    Sears,  a  Republican  from  Beacon  Hill,  had  
appeared  at  a  public  hearing  in  November  to  oppose  lifting  height  restrictions  in  
the  Back  Bay.    Through  the  spring,  his  bill  worked  its  way  through  the  legislative  
process.304      
In  April,  architect  Joseph  L.  Eldredge,  Beacon  Hill  resident  and  a  member  
of  that  neighborhood’s  Architectural  Commission,  argued  in  the  press  for  an  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
High  School  in  Watertown  and  the  Bentley  School  of  Accounting.    “She  was  secretary  to  the  
Joseph  P.  Kennedy  Enterprises  before  her  marriage.”    She  served  on  the  City  Council  from  1963  
to  1967.    Notwithstanding  her  vote  in  1965  for  high  rises  in  the  Back  Bay,  she  was  characterized  in  
her  obituary  as  a  staunch  opponent  of  urban  renewal  and  a  foe  of  redevelopment  director  
Edward  Logue.    Her  funeral  mass  took  place  at  the  (Catholic)  Church  of  the  Most  Precious  Blood,  
Hyde  Park,  Boston.    Edgar  J.  Driscoll,  Jr.,  “Katherine  Craven,  at  77;  Was  Fiery  Boston  Councilor,”  
Boston  Globe,  July  18,  1984,  1.    George  Foley  was  born  in  Dorchester  at  educated  at  Boston  College  
High  School  and  the  College  of  the  Holy  Cross.    On  the  City  Council,  he  generally  favored  urban  
renewal.    Douglas  S.  Crocket,  “George  Foley  is  Still  Tough  to  Keep  Down,”  Boston  Globe,  Sept.  30,  
1981,  1.  
303  Journal  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  1966  (p.)  37.  
304  Massachusetts  Archives,  legislative  packet;  Journal  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  1966,  (p.)  
940,  981,  1213,  1274,  1297,  1396,  1423,  1443,  and  1478.  
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historic  district  in  the  Back  Bay.305    He  recounted  the  Back  Bay’s  decline,  saying  
that  it  “was  left  high  and  dry  by  the  postwar  withdrawal  of  substantial  citizens  to  
the  suburbs.”    Old  houses  were  converted  to  apartments,  rooming  houses,  and  
dormitories.    But  Eldredge  also  pointed  out  that  [a]dventurous  homesteaders”  
had  begun  to  show  an  interest  in  the  city,  first  on  Beacon  Hill,  then  in  South  
Cove,  and  finally  in  the  Back  Bay.    He  regretted  that  the  last  neighborhood  did  
not  have  the  “stabilizing  effect”  of  a  designated  historic  district,  which  Beacon  
Hill  had.    He  called  the  relentless  quest  for  height  “a  fetish.”    He  referred  to  the  
bill  in  the  legislature  “to  extend  design  control  to  Back  Bay,”  saying  that  such  a  
measure  would  be  a  sign  “of  official  confidence  in  the  neighborhood.”    For  
individual  property  owners,  he  said  that  preservation  may  cost  more,  but  it  does  
not  have  to.306      
Meanwhile,  the  City  of  Boston’s  powerful  development  director,  Ed  
Logue,  was  quietly  working  behind  the  scenes.    He  wrote  to  the  Mayor,  sending  
him  a  copy  of  the  House  version  of  the  bill,  which  “appears  to  have  a  good  
chance  to  pass  the  House  within  a  few  days.”    Logue  said,  “I  had  nothing  to  do  
with  its  filing  or  progress  to  date,  but  in  view  of  its  importance  and  since  it  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
305  Eldredge  was  the  president  of  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association  during  the  Bullerjahn  
controversy  in  1963.  
306  Jos.  L.  Eldredge,  “Today’s  Architecture:  Reprieve  for  Back  Bay,”  Boston  Globe,  April  24,  1966.  
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appears  to  have  a  chance  of  enactment,  I  want  to  be  in  a  position  actively  to  
support  it  now  should  that  become  necessary.”    He  added  that  it  is  similar  to  the  
Beacon  Hill  law  but  is  silent  on  heights  or  styles.    Moreover,  “it  would  provide  
an  extremely  desirable  tool  for  the  proper  control  of  the  high-­‐‑rise  construction  
we  all  expect  in  the  near  future.”    Along  with  a  copy  of  the  original  bill,  he  sent  
“a  much  improved  version  drafted  by  John  Bok  which  I  expect  will  shortly  be  
substituted  for  the  original  bill.”307    Two  weeks  later,  he  again  wrote  to  the  
Mayor,  saying  that  he  met  with  Sen.  Ames,  Rep.  Sears,  “members  of  the  Real  
Estate  Board  and  John  Bok,  who  has  drafted  an  improved  version  of  the  bill.”    
Logue  said  that  the  real  estate  board  was  “generally  in  favor  of  the  bill,”  but  they  
had  questions  about  the  contemplated  role  for  the  Boston  Redevelopment  
Authority.    Ultimately,  a  compromise  was  reached  that  was  acceptable  to  both  
the  real  estate  board  and  the  BRA:    A  “special  commission”  would  be  
established,  on  which  BRA  would  be  represented.308  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
307  Memo  from  Ed  Logue  to  John  Collins,  April  26,  1966.    Box  #67:  Papers  of  John  F.  Collins,  
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  Projects  Back  Bay,  9/16/62-­‐‑6/24/64.    City  of  Boston  Archives.    
John  Fairfield  Bok  was  born  in  Boston  and  educated  at  Belmont  High  School  and  Harvard.    “Bok  
served  as  [Ed]  Logue'ʹs  counsel  in  the  BRA  from  1962-­‐‑64  and  then  returned  to  his  old  law  firm,  
Ropes  &Gray.”    Ed  Quill,  “Centerpiece;  Behind  the  Scenes  No  Longer;  Attorney  John  Bok  
Emerges  as  a  Key  Figure  in  Mayor-­‐‑Elect  Flynn'ʹs  Transition,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  14,  1983,  1.  
308  Memo  from  Ed  Logue  to  Mayor  Collins,  May  10,  1966.  Box  #67:  Papers  of  John  F.  Collins,  
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  Projects  Back  Bay,  9/16/62-­‐‑6/24/64.  City  of  Boston  Archives.  
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Soon,  the  bill  in  the  legislature  saw  the  contemplated  changes.    It  had  been  
renamed  as  a  proposal  “creating  the  Back  Bay  Residential  District  in  the  City  of  
Boston  and  establishing  in  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  the  Back  Bay  
Architectural  Commission  and  defining  its  powers  and  duties.”309    The  proposed  
district  would  extend  west  to  Charlesgate  East,  north  to  Back  Street,  east  to  
Arlington  Street,  and  south  to  the  public  alley  between  Commonwealth  Avenue  
and  Newbury  Street  (figure  2.9).310    The  five-­‐‑member  Back  Bay  Architectural  
Commission  would  evaluate  new  construction  and  the  rehabbing  of  existing  
buildings.    Although  acknowledged  to  enjoy  “wide  community  support,”  the  
Boston  Globe  reported  that  the  bill  was  “vehemently  opposed  by  the  Boston  real  
estate  community[,]”  which  does  not  want  a  “design  czar,”  on  the  grounds  that  it  
will  hinder  development.    S.  Maxwell  Beal,  president  of  the  Greater  Boston  Real  
Estate  Board,  said,  “If  controls  now  contemplated  are  too  severe  or  unreasonable,  
they  could  deter  construction  and  rehabilitation,  something  which  the  city  badly  
needs.”311    Perhaps  paradoxically,  Rep.  Sears  took  pains  to  distinguish  his  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
309  Massachusetts  Archives,  legislative  packet;  Massachusetts  Legislative  Documents,  House,  1966,  
House  Bill  No.  3672;  Journal  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  1966,  (p.)  1570,  2142.  
310  Massachusetts  Legislative  Documents,  House,  1966.  No.  3672  (n.p.),  Sec.  2.  Establishment  of  
the  Area.  
311  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Back  Bay  Wants  Architectural  Controls  on  New  Buildings,”  Boston  Globe,  
May  22,  1966.    S.  Maxwell  Beal  was  educated  at  Thayer  Academy  and  St.  Lawrence  University.    A  
resident  of  Medford,  he  became  president  in  1965  of  the  Greater  Boston  Real  Estate  Board,  “the  
second  largest  real  estate  board  in  the  nation.”    He  worked  in  the  same  firm  as  realtor  Arthur  P.  
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proposal  from  an  historic  district.    It  was  also  pointed  out  that  the  bill  found  
support  from  all  Back  Bay  legislators,  including  Rep.  Maurice  Frye,  who  was  also  
vice-­‐‑president  of  the  Real  Estate  Board.    Dan  Ahearn,  executive  director  of  the  
Back  Bay  Planning  and  Development  Corp.,  also  supported  it.312    In  July,  one  of  
the  proposal’s  most  articulate  advocates,  Charles  P.  Howard,  holder  of  many  
public  offices  and  longtime  Republican  Party  standard-­‐‑bearer,  died.313    By  the  
middle  of  August,  minor  differences  between  House  and  Senate  versions  of  the  
bill  had  been  reconciled  in  committee.    The  full  legislature  adopted  the  measure  
in  September,  and  it  became  law  on  December  1.314      
In  March,  1967,  Mayor  Collins  appointed  five  members  to  the  new  Back  
Bay  Architectural  Commission,  along  with  five  alternates.    The  regular  members  
were  architect  Pietro  Belluschi,  Mrs.  Mary  Crozier,  engineer  Clifford  de  Baunn,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Wilcox,  who  had  served  on  the  study  committee  that  ultimately  recommended  that  the  Back  Bay  
not  be  an  historic  district.  “Hub  Realtor  Head  is  Youngest  Ever,”  Boston  Globe,  June  20,  1965,  A  49.      
312  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Back  Bay  Wants  Architectural  Controls  on  New  Buildings,”  Boston  Globe,  
May  22,  1966.  Maurice  E.  Frye,  educated  at  Dartmouth  College  and  Harvard  Law  School,  worked  
as  an  attorney  and  realtor.    In  addition  to  serving  as  an  officer  of  the  Real  Estate  Board,  he  was  a  
board  member  of  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association.    He  won  a  seat  as  a  Republican  in  the  
Massachusetts  House  in  a  special  election  in  March  1966,  after  John  W.  Frenning  (R-­‐‑Back  Bay)  
resigned.  “Langone,  Frye,  Gain  Easy  Primary  Wins,”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  16,  1966,  3;  Joseph  A.  
Keblinsky  and  Robert  Kenney,  “Top  News  at  City  Hall:  Collins  Proposes  Public  Facilities  Dept.,”  
Boston  Globe,  April  8,  1966,  8.  
313  “Charles  P.  Howard,  78,  State,  National  Leader,”  Boston  Globe,  July  3,  1966.      
314  Massachusetts  Archives,  legislative  packet;  Massachusetts  Legislative  Documents,  House,  1966,  
“Acts  Approved  by  the  Governor,”  709.  
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attorney  Lawrence  Perera,  and  realtor  Arthur  P.  Wilcox.315    The  alternates  were  
retired  lawyer  John  S.  Ames,  Jr.,  architect  Jean-­‐‑Paul  Carlhian,  art  dealer  Robert  C.  
Vose,  Jr.,  attorney  John  N.  Williams,  and  developer  Walter  K.  Winchester.316    On  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
315  “Architectural  Team  Will  Guard  Back  Bay,”  Boston  Globe,  March  10,  1967.  Minutes  of  the  
Boston  City  Council,  March  13,  1967  (p.  81).  City  of  Boston  Archives.      Petro  Belluschi’s  address  at  
the  time  of  his  appointment  to  the  Architectural  Commission  was  listed  as  1  Fairfield  St.    He  was  
born  in  Italy  and  educated  in  Rome  and  at  Cornell  University.    He  initially  settled  in  the  Pacific  
Northwest,  and  then  came  to  the  Boston  area  to  serve  as  the  dean  of  the  School  of  Architecture  
and  Planning  at  MIT  until  1965.    He  later  returned  to  the  Northwest.    Robert  A.  Packard,  AIA,  
Encyclopedia  of  American  Architecture  (New  York:  McGraw  Hill,  1995),  41-­‐‑43.    Mary  Crozier’s  
address  is  noted  as  222  Commonwealth  Ave.    She  spoke  at  the  public  hearing  on  December  2,  
1965.    Clifford  de  Baunn’s  surname  has  also  been  spelled  DeBaunn  and  deBaun.    His  address  is  
reported  as  711  Boylston  St.,  a  Back  Bay  location  at  the  corner  of  Exeter  St.    Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “21-­‐‑
Story  Unit  Planned:  Commonwealth  Av.  Corner  Set  for  New  Apartment,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  26,  
1967,  B  33;  “Design  expert  heads  Horticultural  Society,”  Boston  Globe,  July  11,  1976,  G  6.    Robert  T.  
Perera’s  address  is  given  as  18  Marlborough  St.    He  was  educated  at  Harvard  and  began  
practicing  law  in  1962.    Hemenway  &  Barnes,  Lawrence  T.  Perera,  Of  Counsel,  
http://www.hembar.com/about/27/lawrence-­‐‑t-­‐‑perera/13.    Accessed  June  6,  2014.    Arthur  P.  
Wilcox’s  address  is  recorded  as  44  Bromfield  St.,  a  location  near  Downtown  Crossing.    He  was  a  
former  member  of  the  Back  Bay  study  committee  who  had  voted  against  creating  an  historic  
district.      
316  John  S.  Ames,  Jr.,  from  the  prominent  North  Easton  family,  is  listed  with  an  address  at  2  
Arlington  St.    He  was  educated  at  Milton  Academy,  Harvard  University,  and  the  University  of  
Virginia.    During  the  1950s,  he  served  in  the  Foreign  Service  in  London.    “He  was  [also]  one  of  
the  10  founders  of  the  Boston  Patriots  football  team.”  “John  S.  Ames,  Jr.,  63,  was  ambassador’s  
aide,”  Boston  Globe,  July  11,  1973,  61.    Jean-­‐‑Paul  Carlhian’s  address  is  noted  as  1  Court  St.,  a  
location  in  Boston’s  financial  district.    He  was  born  in  Paris  and  educated  at  the  Ecole  des  Beaux-­‐‑
Art  and  at  Harvard  University.    He  taught  at  Harvard  and  worked  for  the  firm  of  Shepley,  
Bulfinch,  Richardson,  and  Abbott.    Bryan  Marquand,  “Jean  Paul  Carlhian,  92;  architect  taught  at  
Harvard,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  30,  2012,  B  12.    Robert  C.  Vose,  Jr.,  recorded  with  an  address  at  238  
Newbury  St.  (Vose  Galleries),  was  a  brother  of  S.  Morton  Vose  II,  a  member  of  the  Back  Bay  
study  committee.    “Sarah  H.  Vose,  100;  Was  Brookline  Resident  for  70  Years,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  
27,  1981,  1.    John  Noel  Williams  is  recorded  at  179  Commonwealth  Ave.,  a  location  in  the  Back  
Bay  between  Dartmouth  and  Exeter  Streets.    Williams  was  educated  at  the  University  of  Illinois  
and  at  Harvard  Law  School.    He  was  also  active  in  the  Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay.    
“Society:  John  N.  Williams  of  Boston  Weds  Princeton  Girl  Today,”  Boston  Globe,  Sept.  6,  1958,  4;  
“Residents  Join  Cleanup  Drive  In  Back  Bay,”  Boston  Globe,  Oct.  5,  1969,  28.    Walter  K.  
Winchester’s  downtown  address  of  120  Tremont  St.  faced  the  Old  Granary  Burying  Ground.    He  
was  educated  at  the  Boston  University  College  of  Business  Administration  and  the  Northeastern  
Institute  at  Yale  University.    After  working  for  a  decade  as  staff  to  the  Greater  Boston  Real  Estate  
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March  14,  the  Commission  held  its  first  meeting  and  drew  up  a  simple  budget.    
Before  the  end  of  the  month,  the  City  Council  authorized  an  appropriation  of  
$2,000  to  provide  staffing  and  office  supplies  to  the  Back  Bay  Architectural  
Commission.    With  this,  the  establishment  of  the  board  was  accomplished,  and  it  
was  open  for  business.317  
  
In  analyzing  the  arguments  presented  both  for  and  against  district  
designation,  it  is  evident  that  economic  reasoning  and  assumptions  predominate.    
Clearly,  one  of  the  core  issues  under  discussion  was  that  of  neighborhood  decline  
and  renewal.    While  all  sides  acknowledged  that  the  neighborhood  had  
experienced  decline,  there  was  no  clear  agreement  on  whether  that  decline  was  
in  fact  over  or  whether  some  large-­‐‑scale  development  would  be  necessary  to  
jump-­‐‑start  a  recovery.    Preservationists  such  as  Charles  P.  Howard  of  the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Board,  he  joined  the  First  Realty  Co.  of  Boston.    His  “hometown”  was  Cohasset.    “Walter  K.  
Winchester  Quits  Realty  Board,”  Boston  Globe,  April  2,  1961,  A  34.  
317  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  March  27,  1967  (p.  90).  City  of  Boston  Archives.    
Concurrent  with  the  seating  of  the  new  commission  was  the  publication  of  Bainbridge  Bunting’s  
book,  Houses  of  Boston’s  Back  Bay:  An  Architectural  History,  1840-­‐‑1917  (Cambridge:  Harvard  
University  Press,  1967).    He  started  researching  the  topic  in  1940  for  his  doctoral  dissertation  at  
Harvard,  which  he  completed  in  1952.    At  that  time,  “no  publisher  was  interested  in  the  material  
as  a  book.”    By  the  mid-­‐‑1960s,  however,  the  development  and  preservation  controversies  in  the  
neighborhood  kindled  a  new  interest  in  its  architecture,  and  Walter  Muir  Whitehill  suggested  the  
manuscript  to  Harvard  University  Press.    Bunting  later  said,  “I  sent  it  back  in  the  same  damn  
wrapper  they  had  mailed  it  to  me  when  they  first  turned  it  down.”    Margo  Miller,  “The  ‘spy’  who  
saved  Back  Bay,”  Boston  Globe,  May  3,  1978,  51.    Two  years  later,  the  Museum  of  Fine  Arts,  Boston,  
opened  an  exhibition  on  the  neighborhood  and  published  the  catalogue,  Back  Bay  Boston:  The  City  
as  A  Work  of  Art  (Boston:  Museum  of  Fine  Arts,  Boston,  1969).  
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Neighborhood  Association,  John  Codman  of  Beacon  Hill,  and  Joseph  L.  Eldredge  
argued  that  the  turnaround  was  already  underway.    They  recounted  the  Back  
Bay’s  decline  in  the  face  of  postwar  suburbanization;  they  provided  data  
concerning  the  increasing  number  of  real  estate  sales  in  the  neighborhood  and  
rising  values;  and  they  pointed  out,  perhaps,  paradoxically,  that  the  best  course  
of  action  for  the  government  to  take  would  be  to  let  this  process  of  revitalization  
proceed  without  interruption.    This  reference  to  Mayor  Collins’s  plan  to  build  
high-­‐‑rises  allowed  these  preservationists  to  position  themselves  as  stalwarts  of  
the  long-­‐‑tradition  of  private  enterprise,  unfettered  by  meddling  government  
officials,  an  issue  to  which  we  will  return.    Unmentioned  by  either  side  were  the  
potential  harmful  social  effects  of  gentrification.    Rather,  the  question  under  
consideration  was  simply  whether  improvement  of  the  neighborhood’s  fortunes  
would  take  place  using  the  existing  low-­‐‑rise  cityscape  or  would  involve  the  
construction  of  high-­‐‑rise  buildings.    A  later  generation  would  face  questions  
concerning  displacement  (especially  of  low-­‐‑income  renters)  brought  about  by  
neighborhood  revitalization.    For  now,  this  is  not  an  issue  that  was  spoken  about  
in  the  public  debate.  
In  addition  to  the  framing  of  this  argument  around  neighborhood  
renewal,  it  is  also  remarkable  that  this  debate  received  its  initial  stimulus  and  
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continued  energy  from  concerns  over  raising  a  long-­‐‑established  height  
restriction.    Indeed,  the  potential  value  of  high  rises  was  fundamentally  
contested  by  both  sides  of  this  question.    Advocates  of  tall  buildings  argued  that  
these  proposed  large-­‐‑scale  projects,  by  virtue  of  their  size  and  implicit  economic  
power,  could  revive  a  flagging  neighborhood.    Advocates  cited  new  tax  revenue,  
in  particular,  to  buttress  their  claims.    Attorneys  Henry  M.  Leen  and  Harold  
Horovitz,  representing  a  developer  hoping  to  build  a  high  rise  on  
Commonwealth  Avenue,  tallied  up  all  the  lots  along  Commonwealth  Avenue  in  
the  Back  Bay,  subtracted  tax-­‐‑exempt  holdings,  and  cited  data  about  the  average  
tax  revenue  generated  by  those  lots.    They  went  on  to  assert  that  the  average  
public  receipts  of  slightly  over  $4  per  square  foot  could  increase  to  something  
between  $15  and  $35  per  square  foot.    With  this  line  of  reasoning,  it  is  perhaps  
not  surprising  that  the  Mayor,  who  must  have  had  his  eye  on  city  finances,  
looked  favorably  upon  this  proposal.    Charles  P.  Howard,  speaking  for  the  
opposition,  parried  these  tax-­‐‑revenue  calculations,  with  a  frankly  not-­‐‑in-­‐‑my-­‐‑
backyard  argument,  suggesting  that  if  proponents  of  high  rises  are  so  confident  
on  this  score,  let  such  buildings  be  constructed  elsewhere  in  the  city.    Howard  
then  went  on  to  cast  doubt  on  the  assumption  that  high  rises  necessarily  brought  
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increased  property  values.    Howard  also  introduced  the  subject  of  construction  
costs,  citing  the  unstable  filled  land  as  a  costly  liability  for  builders  of  high  rises.      
But  it  is  perhaps  at  this  point  when  the  putatively  logical  process  of  cost-­‐‑
benefit  analysis  begins  to  falter.    Leen  and  Horovitz,  again  speaking  for  
developers,  stated  that  the  existing  height  restriction  was  obsolete,  introducing  
one  of  the  most  powerful  contemporaneous  ideological  tools  available  to  them.    
As  noted  in  the  previous  chapter,  new  scholarship  is  more  closely  examining  the  
emergence  of  obsolescence  as  a  dominant  paradigm  for  urban  planning  and  
redevelopment  during  the  twentieth  century  and  especially  during  the  era  of  
urban  renewal  in  the  United  States.    Most  notably,  the  American  income  tax  code  
carved  out  a  provision  allowing  for  deducting  the  presumed  depreciation  of  
commercial  real  estate,  a  feature  that  scholar  Daniel  Abramson  called  “unique  in  
the  world’s  tax  codes.”318    And  of  course,  notions  of  obsolescence  –  and  even  
planned  obsolescence  –  have  wide  currency  in  the  realm  of  consumer  goods  such  
as  cars,  household  appliances,  and  fashion.    So  when  Leen  and  Horovitz  invoke  
the  concept  of  obsolescence,  they  marshal  to  their  side  the  presumption,  then  
widespread,  that  all  things,  from  buildings  to  existing  regulatory  mechanisms,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
318  Daniel  M.  Abramson,  “Lessons  of  Obsolescence”  (lecture),  Society  of  Architectural  Historians  




experience  a  natural  and  inevitable  decline  that  renders  them  in  need  of  
replacing.    Such  a  posture  puts  one’s  opponents  immediately  on  the  defensive,  at  
risk  of  seeming  stubbornly  resistant  to  plain,  undisputed  facts.  
What  is  perhaps  surprising  today  –  at  least  to  those  who  follow  similar  
controversies  in  our  own  time  –  is  that  so  little  discussion  took  place  concerning  
the  potential  economic  result  of  actually  designating  an  historic  district.    That  the  
debate  initially  concerned  high  rises  and  not  the  formation  of  an  historic  district  
seems  to  account  for  much  of  this.    Indeed,  while  the  Neighborhood  Association  
of  the  Back  Bay  and  its  adjunct  Committee  for  Commonwealth  Avenue  early  
went  on  record  as  supporting  some  sort  of  “control  zone,”  the  proposal  did  not  
seem  at  first  to  be  closely  linked  to  the  idea  of  an  historic  district.    When  the  idea  
of  forming  a  study  committee  to  research  the  question  of  whether  the  Back  Bay  
should  be  designated  an  historic  district  under  the  state  enabling  legislation  
governing  that  process,  the  effort  struggled:  It  was  initially  defeated  at  the  end  of  
1963,  then  revived  in  1964,  only  to  be  defeated  again  by  the  study  committee  
itself.    By  the  end  of  1965,  the  focus  of  the  debate  had  swung  back  to  high  rises  
without  reference  to  an  historic  district.    Even,  Rep.  Sears  couched  his  bill  in  the  
state  legislature  as  a  proposal  to  vest  review  of  proposed  exterior  changes  to  
Back  Bay  buildings  in  the  planning  board  and  the  Boston  Redevelopment  
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Authority,  specifically  disavowing  that  his  proposal  was  to  create  an  historic  
district.    Perhaps  the  distinction  was  semantic  –  or  political.    In  any  event,  it  was  
late  in  the  process  when  historic  district  opponent  S.  Maxwell  Beal  of  the  real  
estate  board  expressed  concern  that  the  proposal  might  hinder  development.    
Partisans  of  this  view  did  not  want  a  “design  czar,”  although  by  the  time  it  was  
expressed  this  way,  the  bill  to  create  the  Back  Bay  Architectural  Commission  
found  solid  support  in  both  houses  of  the  legislature  and  was  on  its  way  to  
approval.  
But  the  arguments  raised  by  both  sides  of  the  debate  are  only  part  of  the  
story.    Equally  as  important  –  perhaps  more  so  in  the  rough-­‐‑and-­‐‑tumble  world  of  
big-­‐‑city  politics  –  were  the  organizations  and  individuals  and  the  resources  they  
were  able  to  mobilize  to  their  respective  causes.    First,  organizations  –  private  
nonprofit,  public,  and  for-­‐‑profit  –  played  a  conspicuous  role  in  this  controversy.      
The  Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay  took  the  lead,  along  with  its  
nonresident  offspring,  the  Committee  for  Commonwealth  Avenue.    With  “over  
1,250  members  who  live  in  the  Back  Bay,”  active  committees,  and  articulate  
officers  and  other  spokespersons,  the  NABB  was  clearly  well  situated  to  take  a  
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major  leadership  role  in  this  effort.319    The  Massachusetts  Art  Commission,  with  
its  strong,  articulate,  and  passionate  leadership,  was  also  a  notable  player,  
especially  early  in  the  debate.    Other  organizations  played  more  supportive  roles:  
the  Boston  Historical  Conservation  Commission,  the  Back  Bay  Association,  the  
Boston  Society  of  Architects,  and  the  Greater  Boston  Junior  Chamber  of  
Commerce.    Finally,  one  public-­‐‑sector  organization  proved  to  be  an  ally  in  the  
quest  for  district  designation,  as  it  had  been  a  decade  earlier  regarding  the  
Beacon  Hill  district  –  the  Massachusetts  legislature.  
Opponents  of  district  designation,  on  the  other  hand,  relied  firstly  on  
business  enterprises.    Beacon  Construction  Company,  seeking  to  build  a  high  rise  
at  the  corner  of  Commonwealth  Avenue  and  Clarendon  Street,  spoke  through  its  
principals,  staff,  and  lawyers,  both  in  the  press  and  at  public  hearings.    Cabot,  
Cabot,  and  Forbes,  hoping  to  construct  a  tall  building  on  Arlington  Street,  kept  a  
somewhat  lower  profile,  though  it,  too,  was  heard  through  its  officers  in  the  
press  and  at  public  hearings.    Additionally,  City  boards  and  committees  
generally  bent  to  the  will  of  the  high-­‐‑rise  party:  the  Boston  Parks  and  Recreation  
Committee,  the  Boston  City  Council  (in  initially  voting  not  to  authorize  a  study  
committee  in  1963),  and  the  eventual  appointed  study  committee  itself.    Finally,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
319  Verbatim  stenographic  transcript,  public  hearing  re  proposed  Back  Bay  historic  district,  before  
Committee  on  Ordinances,  Nov.  20,  1963,  11.  Collection  0100.002a,  City  of  Boston  Archives.  
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trade  organizations  played  a  role  in  opposing  district  designation,  notably  the  
Retail  Trade  Board  and  the  Greater  Boston  Real  Estate  Board  (although  the  latter  
group  seemed  divided  on  the  question).  
For  a  more  fine-­‐‑grained  analysis,  it  is  necessary  to  look  beyond  
organizations  to  individuals.    Over  a  hundred  named  and  documented  people  
participated  in  this  public  debate,  including  those  serving  on  public  boards  
which  voted  on  it,  those  who  spoke  to  the  press  or  at  public  hearings,  or  who  
wrote  letters  or  sent  telegrams  to  City  Hall.    Advocates  for  district  designation  
outnumbered  opponents  by  two  to  one.    Of  course,  the  leaders  are  most  
conspicuous.    At  times,  the  controversy  seems  a  contest  between  Mayor  Collins  
and  Charles  P.  Howard,  and  to  some  extent  their  symbolic  roles  connect  directly  
to  the  resources  they  were  able  to  mobilize  for  their  respective  causes.    Mayor  
Collins  had  the  power  and  visibility  of  the  mayor’s  office  behind  him.    Howard  
had  a  large  network  of  articulate  and  well-­‐‑connected  preservationists  on  his  side.    
Indeed,  as  he  claimed,  many  residents  of  the  Back  Bay  supported  the  proposal,  
although  there  were  a  few  who  opposed  it,  as  well  as  some  nonresident  allies  
who  supported  it.    The  business  and  real  estate  community  seemed  truly  split,  
with  representatives  on  each  side  of  the  question.    S.  Maxwell  Beal,  for  example,  
president  of  the  real  estate  board,  opposed  designation,  while  Maurice  Frey,  vice  
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president  of  the  same  organization,  supported  it.    Yet  place  of  residence  plays  a  
role  here:  Real  estate  people  who  were  also  residents  of  the  Back  Bay  or  Beacon  
Hill  (John  Codman,  Harold  A.  Rudnick,  Mrs.  Henry  Porter)  tended  to  line  up  for  
the  district,  while  those  who  lived  elsewhere  while  still  having  a  significant  
financial  stake  in  particular  development  proposals  in  the  Back  Bay  (the  
Leventhal  Brothers  and  other  representatives  of  Beacon  Construction)  often  
stood  against  designation.    Architects  –  naturally  connected  to  the  world  of  real  
estate  development  while  also  having  a  measure  of  professional  pride  and  
independence  –leaned  toward  district  designation  (Robert  C.  Dean,  James  
Lawrence,  Jr.,  Philip  W.  Bourne,  Hugh  A.  Stubbins,  Frederick  A.  Stahl),  though  
not  universally  (Isador  Richmond).    Additionally,  academics  lined  up  in  favor  of  
district  designation  (Charles  W.  Eliot,  Lawrence  B.  Anderson,),  along  with  their  
allies  in  historical  organizations  (Walter  Muir  Whitehill  and  Bertram  K.  Little).  
Politically,  both  current  and  former  state  legislators  tilted  strongly  toward  
designation  (Sen.  Oliver  F.  Ames,  Rep.  John  W.  Frenning,  Rep.  William  F.  Otis,  
Rep.  Henry  L.  Shattuck,  Rep.  John  W.  Sears,  Rep.  Katherine  D.  Kane,  former  Rep.  
Gordon  D.  Boynton),  while  City  representatives  (Mayor  Collins,  the  majority  of  
the  City  Council,  and  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Board)  favored  high  rises  and  
opposed  the  district.      To  a  considerable  degree  (though  not  universally)  these  
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alliances  fell  along  party  lines:    A  cadre  of  Republicans  –  Rep.  Sears,  Sen.  Ames,  
and  Rep.  Boynton  –  led  at  the  state  level,  while  Democrats,  led  by  the  Mayor,  
represented  the  City.  It  is  notable  that  traditional  Republican  pro-­‐‑business  
ideology  did  not  foreclose  the  possibility  of  supporting  further  government  
controls  on  private  property.    Of  course,  it  helped  that  another  government  
action  –  that  of  Mayor  Collins  and  his  proposal  for  high  rises  in  the  Back  Bay  –  
could  be  opposed  to  neighborhood  interests  and  used  as  an  example  to  suggest  a  
kind  of  home  rule  that  would  allow  an  existing  trend  of  neighborhood  
improvement  to  continue  without  higher  governmental  interference.      
This  analysis  shows  a  complex  field  of  stakeholders  in  the  Back  Bay  with  
multiple  allegiances  –  place  of  residence,  source  of  income  and  wealth,  
profession,  and  political  inclination.    It  also  shows  how  they  foregrounded  
economic  reasoning  in  crafting  their  arguments  either  for  or  against  district  
designation.    Yet  while  each  side  made  assertions  –  and  occasionally  cited  hard  
numbers  to  justify  their  claims  –  resolution  of  the  questions  under  discussion  
came  not  by  seemingly  impartial  cost-­‐‑benefit  analyses  but  by  other  factors:  
strong  neighborhood  support,  a  network  of  organizations,  skilled  leadership,  




3.  Toward  a  Citywide  Strategy:  The  Creation  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  and  the  Devolution  Historic-­‐‑District  Designation  
  
   The  approach  to  forming  historic  districts  changed  markedly  in  Boston  
during  the  1970s,  when  the  City  created  its  own  agency,  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  (BLC)  to  take  charge  of  such  efforts.    Previously,  as  noted  earlier,  
the  state  legislature  led  the  way:  Residents  and  business  owners  on  Beacon  Hill,  
seeking  greater  control  over  their  neighborhood  during  the  1950s,  had  no  choice  
but  to  appeal  to  state  lawmakers,  because  only  they  had  jurisdiction  to  enact  the  
sought-­‐‑after  powers.    By  1960,  the  legislature  adopted  a  statewide  enabling  law,  
the  Historic  Districts  Act,  prescribing  a  process  for  cities  and  towns  in  the  
Commonwealth  to  follow,  allowing  them  to  create  historic  districts  themselves.    
Yet  even  with  this  new  local  authority,  Bostonians  seeking  to  expand  or  create  
historic  districts  through  the  1960s  continued  to  achieve  their  goals  by  going  
directly  to  the  state  legislature.    In  the  Back  Bay,  most  notably,  activists  initially  
attempted  to  make  use  of  the  Historic  Districts  Act  but  found  themselves  
frustrated  by  a  mayor  and  various  city  boards  who  not  only  opposed  an  historic  
district  but  also  sought  to  repeal  long-­‐‑established  height  restrictions.  
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   Yet  even  as  the  battle  over  the  future  of  the  Back  Bay  was  at  fever  pitch  –  
during  the  mid-­‐‑1960s  –  some  planning  authorities  in  Boston  were  beginning  to  
look  at  historic  preservation  more  favorably.    By  1964,  the  Boston  
Redevelopment  Authority  employed  an  architectural  historian  on  its  staff,  
making  it  perhaps  “the  only  major  urban  renewal  agency”  to  do  so.320    
Additionally,  the  Redevelopment  Authority  promulgated  a  new  plan  for  Boston,  
which  noted  the  city’s  “historic,  variegated  neighborhoods”  and  called  for  a  mix  
of  preservation,  rehabilitation,  and  new  construction  to  help  these  areas  improve  
over  the  next  ten  years.321  
  By  the  late  1960s  –  not  insignificantly  coincident  with  the  election  of  
Kevin  White  as  mayor  in  1968  –  these  tentative  steps  toward  a  municipal  
preservation  policy  took  more  formal  shape.322    In  February  1969,  the  new  
director  of  the  BRA,  C.  Hale  Champion,  announced  the  “[e]stablishment  of  a  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
320  Ada  Louise  Huxtable,  “Renewal  in  Boston:  good  and  bad,”  New  York  Times,  April  19,  1964,  X  
24.    The  architectural  historian  at  the  BRA  to  whom  she  refers  is  probably  J.  Daniel  Selig,  who  
testified  at  a  public  hearing  in  1965  against  the  building  of  high  rises  in  the  Back  Bay.    He  had  a  
contract  with  MIT  press  to  produce  a  guidebook  on  the  architecture  of  Boston,  but  it  “never  
materialized.”    E-­‐‑mail  message  from  Robert  B.  Rettig  to  George  Walter  Born,  Aug.  12,  2014.    
321  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  1965/1975  General  Plan  for  the  City  of  Boston  and  the  Regional  
Core  (Boston:  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  n.d.),  n.p.  
322  Kevin  Hagen  White  grew  up  in  Jamaica  Plain  and  West  Roxbury.    He  was  educated  at  Tabor  
Academy,  Williams  College,  and  Harvard  Law  School.    He  served  as  the  Massachusetts  Secretary  
of  State  before  becoming  mayor  in  1969.    Brian  C.  Mooney,  “Kevin  White,  mayor  through  era  of  
change,  dead  at  82,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  28,  20012,  A  1.  For  more  on  Mayor  White  and  planning  in  
Boston,  see  Lawrence  W.  Kennedy’s  “Kevin  White  and  a  ‘World-­‐‑Class  City’”  in  Planning  the  City  
Upon  a  Hill.  
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separate  Boston  Historic  Preservation  and  Landmarks  Office  within  the  Boston  
Redevelopment  Authority  and  formation  of  a  historic  advisory  commission.”    
The  new  department  “will  be  responsible  for  making  historic  studies  and  
recommendations  on  districts  and  buildings  that  should  be  preserved  or  restored  
because  of  their  historic  or  architectural  quality.”    In  particular,  it  will  “be  
responsible  for  developing  a  comprehensive  city  preservation  plan  for  the  B.R.A.  
and  for  recommending  any  special  legislation  needed  for  establishment  of  
architectural  districts  or  landmarks.”    Staff  devoted  to  this  work  will  include  “a  
preservation  planner,  a  research  analyst  in  architectural  history,  and  a  research  
assistant  in  architectural  history.”323    The  new  board,  the  Boston  Historic  
Preservation  and  Landmarks  Commission,  included  Walter  Muir  Whitehill  
(director  of  the  Boston  Athenaeum),  Dr.  Henry  Millon  (professor  of  architecture  
at  MIT),  George  Wrenn  (“supervisor  of  historic  properties,  Society  for  the  
Preservation  of  New  England  Antiquities”),  Jean  Paul  Carlhian  (architect),  
Gordon  Hall  (real  estate  agent),  H.  Lawrence  Tafe  (attorney),  and  Frederick  P.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
323  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “B.R.A.  Requests  Control  of  Landmarks  Office,”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  21,  1969,  
34.    C.  Hale  Champion  was  born  in  Michigan  and  educated  at  Stanford  University.    In  1967,  he  
moved  to  the  Boston  area  “to  take  a  post  at  Harvard  as  a  Kennedy  Fellow  at  the  Institute  of  
Politics  .  .  .  While  at  Harvard,  Mr.  Champion  was  tapped  by  Mayor  Kevin  H.  White  in  1968  to  run  
the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority.  He  spent  18  months  heading  the  BRA  and  oversaw  the  
renovation  of  Quincy  Market  and  commitments  of  $1  billion  in  commercial  development,  but  left  
due  to  political  difficulties  with  board  members.”    J.  M.  Lawrence,  “C.  Hale  Champion,  at  85;  
played  key  roles  in  government  and  academia,”  Boston  Globe,  April  25,  208,  E  14.      
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Salvucci  (“manager  of  the  East  Boston  Little  City  Hall”).324    Another  member,  
reported  in  the  Boston  Globe  as  George  E.  Downing  (“special  consultant,  
Providence  Preservation  Society”),  may  actually  refer  to  Mrs.  George  E.  
Downing,  i.e.,  noted  preservationist  and  architectural  historian  Antoinette  
Forrester  Downing.  325    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
324  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “B.R.A.  Requests  Control  of  Landmarks  Office,”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  21,  1969,  
34.    Whitehill,  remarked  upon  at  various  intervals  in  previous  chapters,  helped  make  the  case  
that  the  North  Slope  of  Beacon  Hill  was  worth  designating.    He  also  spoke  in  favor  of  creating  a  
study  committee  to  investigate  designating  the  Back  Bay.  Henry  Millon,  also  mentioned  in  
previous  chapters,  worked  on  an  architectural  survey  of  Beacon  Hill,  wrote  in  favor  of  
designating  the  North  Slope,  and  spoke  in  favor  of  preserving  the  Thayer  Building  on  Mt.  Vernon  
St.    George  L.  Wrenn,  III,  was  an  architect  with  the  National  Park  Service  before  going  to  work  at  
SPNEA.    James  J.  Collins,  “Lecture  Series  to  Trace  History  of  Adams  Mansion,”  Boston  Globe,  June  
7,  1964,  42.    Jean  Paul  Carlhian  was  appointed  in  1967  by  Mayor  Collins  to  serve  on  the  Back  Bay  
Architectural  Commission,  as  noted  in  the  previous  chapter.    H.  Lawrence  Tafe  was  educated  at  
Harvard  College  and  Harvard  Law  School.    He  was  admitted  to  the  bar  in  1961.    H.  Lawrence  
Tafe  III  –  Lawyer  Profile,  http://www.martindale.com/H-­‐‑Lawrence-­‐‑Tafe-­‐‑III/653461-­‐‑lawyer.htm.    
Accessed  June  17,  2014.    Mayor  White’s  Little  City  Hall  program,  based  on  a  similar  program  of  
New  York  Mayor  John  Lindsay,  was  designed  to  decentralize  city  government  and  to  make  it  
more  accessible  to  the  people  through  “satellite  offices.”    J.  Anthony  Lukas,  Common  Ground:  A  
Turbulent  Decade  in  the  Lives  of  Three  American  Families  (New  York:  Alfred  A.  Knopf,  1986),  201-­‐‑202.    
While  working  in  the  East  Boston  bureau,  Fred  Salvucci  opposed  the  expansion  of  Logan  Airport.    
Kennedy,  Planning  the  City  Upon  a  Hill,  198.    He  was  “one  of  [Mayor]  White’s  principal  aides.”    
He  later  became  Secretary  of  Transportation  under  Governor  Michael  Dukakis.    William  A.  
Henry,  III,  “Ecologists,  mass  transit  advocates  cheer  as  Salvucci  is  appointed,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  
31,  1974,  3.      
325  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “B.R.A.  Requests  Control  of  Landmarks  Office,”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  21,  1969,  
34.  George  Downing  and  Antoinette  Forrester  met  at  the  University  of  Chicago  during  the  1920s  
and  after  graduation  came  east  to  pursue  further  studies  at  Harvard  and  Radcliffe.    They  were  
married  in  1929.    After  two  years  in  Chicago,  they  settled  in  Providence,  R.I.,  where  George  
taught  in  the  Art  Department  at  Brown  University  and  where  Antoinette  became  drawn  into  the  
study  of,  and  advocacy  for,  Rhode  Island’s  historic  architecture.    “Even  though  she  was  a  
founding  member  [of  the  Providence  Preservation  Society,  she]  cast  herself  modestly  as  a  
‘consultant.’”    Richard  Longstreth,  “Antoinette  Forrester  Downing,  14  July  1904-­‐‑9  May  2001,”  
Journal  of  the  Society  of  Architectural  Historians,  Vol.  61,  No.  2  (June  2002),  261.  
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Two  months  later,  Mayor  White  announced  the  first  meeting  of  the  new  
city  board,  charging  it  to  “sav[e]  the  buildings  and  charm  of  past  eras.”    He  said,  
“Boston  has  a  distinguished  historic  and  architectural  legacy  that  must  be  
preserved  if  the  physical  identity  of  the  city  is  to  be  maintained.”326    Although  the  
new  commission  had  no  regulatory  power,  it  became  a  new  focal  point  for  
preservation  planning  activities  in  Boston.    To  help  fund  the  program,  in  April  
1969  the  BRA  applied  for  a  matching  grant  from  the  “historic  preservation  
planning  assistance  program”  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  
Development.    “Under  this  program,  grants  of  up  to  $50,000”  were  available,  
with  the  understanding  that  the  federal  contribution  would  contribute  two-­‐‑
thirds  of  the  total  project  cost,  while  awardees  would  make  up  the  other  one-­‐‑
third.    HUD  approved  “Boston’s  application  for  $49,775  .  .  .  with  the  local  share  
being  met  in  terms  of  existing  staff  and  administrative  services.”327  
   These  activities  were  of  a  considerably  different  character  than  previous  
historic  preservation  efforts  in  Boston.    Activists  on  Beacon  Hill  and  in  the  Back  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
326  “Commission  Starts  Landmarks  Study,”  Boston  Globe,  May  5,  1969.  
327  By  the  end  of  January  1971,  BLC  staff  and  the  advisory  BLC  completed  the  scope  of  work  
outlined  in  the  initial  grant.    “In  order  to  insure  continuation  of  its  preservation  planning  
functions,  the  Authority  applied  for  an  additional  year  of  funding.”    HUD  approved  a  
subsequent  grant  of  $49,978.    “The  second  year  project  became  active  on  Feb.  1,  1971.”    “Boston  
Historic  Preservation  Program  Fact  Sheet,”  n.d.  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  




Bay  had  the  support  of  no  mayor,  city  office,  or  city  staffer.    Nor  did  they  have  
access  to  government  funds  to  help  them  develop  their  proposals.    Instead,  they  
located  their  efforts  within  a  framework  of  existing  private,  nonprofit  advocacy  
groups,  such  as  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association  and  the  Neighborhood  
Association  of  the  Back  Bay.    Additionally,  earlier  preservation  efforts  were  
fiercely  local,  led  by  people  passionate  about  their  neighborhoods.    But  by  the  
late  1960s,  historic  preservation  policy  initiatives  begin  to  show  some  new  
features.    Now  literally  housed  within  the  new  Boston  City  Hall,328  the  new  
project  signaled  that  the  municipal  government  was  becoming  more  receptive  to  
the  concerns  of  preservationists,  even  seeking  out  and  receiving  federal  grant  
moneys.    Additionally,  the  project  was  citywide  in  character  instead  of  focused  
on  one  particular  area.    It  also  envisioned  a  systematic  approach,  studying  
historic  resources  in  the  city  and  expanding  legal  protections  for  them  beyond  
existing  designated  areas.  
   As  this  new  advisory  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  was  beginning  its  
work,  a  preservation-­‐‑related  event  of  national  scope  placed  Boston  in  the  
spotlight.    Mayor  White  announced  in  June  1969  that  the  city  would  host,  in  the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
328  Boston’s  new  City  Hall  at  Government  Center  was  completed  in  1968  according  to  a  design  by  
Kallman,  McKinnell  and  Knowles.    Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts,  52-­‐‑53;  for  a  fuller  
treatment,  see  Brian  M.  Sirman,  “Concrete  Dreams:  Architecture,  Politics,  and  Boston’s  City  Hall”  
(Ph.D.  diss.,  Boston  University,  2014).  
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words  of  The  Boston  Globe,  “a  unique  national  conference  on  architectural  
controls  and  historic  districts  next  year.”    Of  even  greater  interest  to  the  Globe  at  
that  time  was  a  remark  by  the  Mayor  that  new  buildings  should  contribute  
“esthetically  to  the  city.    I  may  even  lose  a  [building]  client,  but  the  obligation  of  
the  mayor  is  to  see  there  is  good  disbursement  of  buildings.”    Respected  local  
historian  and  advisory  BLC  member  Walter  Muir  Whitehill  stood  with  the  mayor  
at  this  announcement,  which  also  revealed  that  sponsors  of  the  proposed  
conference  would  include  the  City  of  Boston,  the  Boston  Redevelopment  
Authority,  the  Beacon  Hill  and  Back  Bay  Architectural  Commissions,  the  new  
Advisory  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  the  Massachusetts  Historical  
Commission,  and  the  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation.329    The  planned  
National  Conference  on  Architectural  Review,  Landmarks  and  Historic  Districts  
took  place  April  23  to  26,  1970,  and  was  attended  by  125  participants,  including  
Mayor  White,  former  chair  of  the  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission  John  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
329  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Hub  Mayor  Prefers  No  Skyscraper  to  One  Poorly  Planned,”  Boston  Globe,  
June  4,  1969,  28.    The  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  was  created  by  the  state  legislature  in  
1963  to  study,  record,  and  register  historic  properties,  offering  a  measure  of  protection  against  
governmental  eminent  domain  claims.    It  proved  to  be  a  “pilot  project”  for  the  National  Historic  
Preservation  Act  of  1966,  which  established  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.    Joe  
Harrington,  “Lady  Bird  Following  Massachusetts  Lead:  Preserving  Historical  Buildings,”  Boston  
Globe,  Feb.  27,  1966,  B  2.    The  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation  was  chartered  by  Congress  
in  1949  to  catalyze  and  provide  leadership  for  the  national  preservation  movement.    Through  the  
1970s,  the  organization  opened  field  offices  across  the  country.    A  New  England  office,  
headquartered  in  Boston,  opened  in  1974.    Hosmer,  Preservation  Comes  of  Age,  809-­‐‑865;  Murtagh,  
Keeping  Time,  209.  
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Codman,  subsequent  BRA  director  John  D.  Warner,330  and  chair  of  architecture  at  
MIT  Henry  Millon  (also  a  member  of  the  Advisory  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission).331  
   Over  the  next  few  years,  the  Advisory  BLC  and  its  staff  advanced  their  
goals  on  a  number  of  fronts.    They  performed  seven  surveys  of  historic  resources  
in  a  variety  of  neighborhoods,  such  as  Charlestown.    They  researched  and  wrote  
twelve  “Topographical,  Architectural  &  Historical  Study  Reports,”  including  one  
on  Ashmont  Hill  in  Dorchester.    And  they  wrote  twenty  nominations  to  the  
National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  highlighting  the  significance  of  
neighborhoods  like  the  South  End  and  Charlestown.    They  also  continued  in  
their  quest  of  funding,  applying  for  four  preservation  grants,  including  one  to  
benefit  the  rehabilitation  of  Faneuil  Hall.    And  they  produced  publications,  such  
as  Revitalizing  Older  Houses  in  Charlestown,  to  help  enlist  public  support  for  
preservation.332  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
330  Hale  Champion  resigned  as  BRA  director  on  July  15,  1969;  Warner  succeeded  him  on  
September  5.    Warner  had  been  head  of  the  Boston  Parks  and  Recreation  Department.    Robert  L.  
Turner,  “Warner  Eager  to  Start  New  Job,”  Boston  Globe,  July  14,  1969,  1.  
331  Preservation  News,  “Conference  in  Boston  Scrutinizes  Landmarks,  Historic  Districts  and  
Architectural  Review,”  July  1,  1970  (Vol.  10,  No.  7),  4.  
332  George  Stephen,  Revitalizing  Older  Houses  in  Charlestown  (Boston:  Boston  Redevelopment  
Authority,  1973).    Other  accomplishments  include  thirteen  “Preservation  Statements”  (“Brief  
historical  statement  and  evaluation  of  significance;  recommendation  as  to  preservation”),  three  
“Planning  Proposals,”  four  examples  of  “Research  and  Analysis  of  Preservation  Tools  and  
Procedures,”  and  two  examples  of  “Assistance  to  Neighborhoods”  (in  addition  to  Ashmont  Hill).    
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The  advisory  BLC  and  their  staff  also  drafted,  revised,  and  promoted  the  
ordinance  that  would  allow  for  a  statutory  BLC  to  be  appointed.    Influential  
board  members,  such  as  Walter  Muir  Whitehill,  Jean  Paul  Carlhian,  Henry  
Millon,  Fred  Salvucci,  and  H.  Lawrence  Tafe,  III,  provided  leadership,  expertise,  
and  credibility  to  the  undertaking.333    City  staff  involved  included  project  director  
Marcia  Myers,  BRA  planning  director  Philip  Zeigler,  and  the  latest  BRA  director,  
Robert  T.  Kenney.334    Other  city  staff  brought  into  the  process  included  
corporation  counsel  Herbert  Gleason  and  staff  in  the  mayor’s  office.335    The  job  
had  several  facets.    The  drafting  of  the  ordinance  got  under  way  early,  though  it  
proved  to  be  complicated,  as  board  members,  BRA  staff,  the  mayor’s  office,  and  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
“Efforts  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  as  Assisted  by  the  Preservation  Planning  Section  
of  BRA  (1969-­‐‑1973),”  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
“Legislation  –  Memos  or  Correspondence”  folder,  Box  6  (“Admin  files”).  
333  Letter,  June  1,  1973,  from  Deborah  Gott-­‐‑lin  to  Jean  Paul  Carlhian,  folder:  “BLC  legisl  –  1975  
strategy,”  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives.  
334  After  the  resignation  of  John  Warner  as  BRA  director  on  December  23,  1970,  Kenney  was  
appointed  on  December  21,  1971.    Letter,  June  1,  1973,  from  Deborah  Gott-­‐‑lin  to  Jean  Paul  
Carlhian,  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives.    Kenney  was  
educated  at  Boston  College  High  School,  Boston  College,  and  Harvard  Business  School.    He  
worked  at  Price  Waterhouse  before  Mayor  White  appointed  him  as  a  city  purchasing  agent  in  
1968.    He  then  worked  as  the  director  of  public  facilities  prior  to  heading  the  BRA.    Robert  Jordan,  
“Robert  T.  Kenney  due  to  head  BRA,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  13,  1971,  3;  Bryan  Marquand,  “Robert  T.  
Kenney,  80,  BRA  leader  during  White  administration,”  Boston  Globe,  March  16,  2016.  
335  Herbert  Gleason  grew  up  in  Cohasset,  Mass.,  and  was  educated  at  Harvard  College  and  
Harvard  Law  School.    Mayor  White  appointed  him  as  Boston’s  corporation  counsel  after  winning  
election  in  1967.    Barney  Frank  described  him  as  “a  man  from  the  Boston  aristocracy  who  deeply  
immersed  himself  in  Boston  politics  in  a  wholly  constructive  way.”    Gleason  lived  on  Beacon  Hill  
for  over  half  a  century  and  “was  a  longtime  member  of  Arlington  Street  [Unitarian]  Church.”    
Bryan  Marquand,  “Herbert  Gleason,  counsel  for  Hub  during  turbulent  era  of  change,  85,”  Boston  
Globe,  Dec.  18,  2013,  B  12.  
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city  attorneys  circulated  revisions  back  and  forth.    To  facilitate  this  process,  
Marcia  Myers  created  detailed  paste-­‐‑ups  of  the  ordinance,  with  careful  notations  
on  who  recommended  what  revisions.    This  proved  to  be  an  ongoing  process,  as  
the  final  language  of  the  ordinance  was  not  resolved  until  the  advisory  BLC,  the  
BRA,  the  Mayor,  the  City  Council,  and  the  state  legislature  all  agreed  on  the  text.      
   One  of  the  issues  that  had  to  be  resolved  along  the  way  was  the  
relationship  between  the  proposed  statutory  Landmarks  Commission  and  the  
existing  Beacon  Hill  and  Back  Bay  commissions.    For  the  sake  of  consistency  and  
predictability,  some  individuals  argued  that  activities  of  the  existing  boards  
should  be  folded  completely  into  the  proposed  new  structure  for  historic  
preservation  planning  in  Boston.    But  supporters  of  these  two  older  commissions,  
fearful  of  a  possible  reorientation  of  municipal  preservation  away  from  
neighborhood  control,  successfully  argued  for  retaining  the  existing  framework  
under  the  original  terms  of  their  formation.    Only  staff  members  would  be  
shared.336    Also  debated  were  proposals  to  permit  real  estate  tax  reductions  for  
the  owners  of  historic  properties337  and  the  transfer  of  development  rights  (TDRs)  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
336  Folder:  “Legislation  –  memos  or  correspondence,”  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives.  
337  “MINUTES  OF  MEETING  –  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  (handwritten:  “Marcia  Myers,  
11/28/72”).    Folder:  “Legislation  –  memos  or  correspondence,”  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives.  
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from  regulated,  low-­‐‑rise  historic  districts  and  sites  to  appropriate  receiving  areas  
for  high-­‐‑rise  buildings.338    The  latter  was  an  especially  talked-­‐‑about  topic  among  
preservationists  during  the  1970s,  as  important  studies  of  the  technique  came  out  
at  the  time,  just  as  the  Boston  legislation  was  being  considered.339    But  ultimately,  
legal  advisors  counseled  the  preservation  staff  to  omit  tax  abatements  and  TDRs  
from  the  BLC  bill,  due  to  the  thorny  legal  and  constitutional  issues  they  raised.340  
Concurrent  with  these  extensive  discussions  concerning  the  content  of  the  
proposed  law,  the  advisory  BLC  and  its  staff  pushed  for  its  acceptance  by  the  
public  and  by  their  elected  representatives.    Marcia  Myers  and  her  staff  created  
detailed  lists  of  organizations,  including  local  historical  societies,  preservation  
groups,  and  neighborhood  associations,  which  might  support  the  effort.    These  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
338  Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication  from  Marcia  Myers  to  Eli  Post,  Jan.  11,  1973.    Folder:  “Legislation  
–  memos  or  correspondence,”  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  
Archives.  
339  John  J.  Costonis  and  Jared  Schlaes,  Development  Rights  Transfers:  The  Solution  to  Chicago’s  
Landmarks  Dilemma  (Chicago:  Chicago  Chapter  Foundation  of  the  American  Institute  of  
Architects,  1971);  John  J.  Costonis,  The  Chicago  Plan:  Incentive  Zoning  and  the  Preservation  of  Urban  
Landmarks  (Cambridge,  Mass.:  Harvard  Law  Review  Association,  1972);  John  J.  Costonis,  Space  
Adrift:  Landmark  Preservation  and  the  Marketplace  (Champaign  Urbana:  University  of  Illinois  Press,  
1974).  “John  Costonis,  a  native  of  Boston,  Massachusetts,  attended  area  public  schools,  Harvard  
University  (A.B.)  and  Columbia  Law  School  (L.L.B.).”    He  specialized  in  “environmental,  
property,  land  use,  and  historic  preservation  issues.”    He  currently  teaches  at  the  Louisiana  State  
University  Law  Center.    
https://www.law.lsu.edu/index.cfm?geaux=profiles.facbio&personnel=C13BC539-­‐‑1372-­‐‑69E5-­‐‑
F7879D7820337B49.    Accessed  July  3,  2014.  
340  Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication  from  Bob  Diozzi  to  Bob  Burke,  Jan.  16,  1973.    Folder:  “Legislation  




lists  contained  the  names  of  key  individuals  along  with  contact  information,  and  
Myers’s  staff  marked  when  and  whom  they  contacted.    Staff  also  created  a  slide  
show  to  present  to  such  groups  and  noted  whether  or  not  each  group  had  seen  
that  presentation.    Furthermore,  staff  made  lists  of  important  city  councilors  and  
state  legislators,  especially  those  sitting  on  key  committees,  and  initiated  contact  
with  them  and  remarked  on  the  likelihood  of  each  to  support  the  proposal.    All  
in  all,  the  campaign  to  locate  and  cultivate  support  for  the  legislation  bears  many  
of  the  characteristics  of  a  successful  social  movement,  with  close  attention  paid  to  
mobilizing  resources  on  behalf  of  the  intended  cause,  both  through  organizations  
and  individuals.341  
Alongside  these  efforts  exerted  to  accomplish  the  goals  of  the  office,  
struggles  were  playing  out  within  City  Hall.    First  was  a  difference  of  opinion  
among  the  BRA  staff  about  whether  a  statutory  Landmarks  Authority  was  even  
worth  having.    Planning  Director  Philip  Zielger,  in  particular,  was  a  strong  
dissenting  voice.    In  early  1972,  as  the  draft  legislation  was  receiving  a  favorable  
review  by  Corporation  Counsel  Herbert  Gleason,  Ziegler  wrote  to  his  boss,  BRA  
Director,  Robert  T.  Kenney,  laying  out  his  wholesale  opposition  to  the  proposal:  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
341  Folders:  “Contacts”  and  “BLC  legisl  –  1975  strategy,”  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives.  
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The  obvious  constraints  which  this  legislation  places  upon  the  BRA  
(not  to  mention  many  other  city  departments)  seem  totally  
unwarranted.    Even  though  the  members  of  the  Commission  would  
be  appointed  by  the  Mayor  (and  that  most  certainly  does  not  
guarantee  control  of  the  Commission),  many  of  the  powers  of  the  
Commission  are  not  subject  to  approval  of  the  Mayor.    While  I  am  
no  lawyer  by  any  means,  I  would  certainly  question  the  legality  of  
this  Commission’s  powers  over  other  boards,  agencies,  authorities  
of  the  City  and  State.    Finally,  just  as  a  matter  of  professional  
principle,  I  don’t  think  this  City  really  needs  another  planning  
agency.    Planning  functions  in  Boston  are  already  too  fragmented  
among  various  city  department  and  agencies.  
  
.  .  .  The  fact  is  that  the  proposed  legislation  should  never  be  
approved  by  the  City  Law  Department  in  the  first  place,  or  much  
less,  supported  by  the  Mayor  at  this  point  in  time.342  
  
This  forthright  statement  prompted  a  discussion  over  whether  the  proposed  
historic  preservation  functions  could  instead  be  incorporated  into  the  existing  
Boston  Conservation  Commission,  which  had  jurisdiction  over  parks  and  open  
space.    Ziegler  felt  that  combining  the  regulation  of  natural  and  cultural  
resources  under  one  agency  made  the  most  sense.343    Notwithstanding  this  
suggestion,  however,  other  BRA  staff  did  not  act  on  it,  perhaps  because  
conservation  commissions  in  Massachusetts  follow  statewide  enabling  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
342  Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication,  Philip  Ziegler  to  Robert  Kenney,  Feb.  11,  1972.    City  of  Boston  
Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  “Legislation  –  memos  or  
correspondence”  folder.  
343  Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication,  Philip  Ziegler  to  Robert  Kenney,  March  30,  1972.    City  of  Boston  




legislation,  the  Conservation  Commission  Act  of  1958,  which  specifies  that  such  
boards  exist  for  the  protection  of  natural  resources  and  watersheds  –  with  no  
authority  whatsoever  over  historic  resources.344    Ultimately,  Robert  Kenney  stuck  
to  the  original  approach:  
As  Director  of  the  BRA,  I  am  in  support  of  the  creation  of  a  
statutory  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  as  a  means  of  ensuring  
that  preservation  of  Boston’s  architectural  heritage  is  part  of  the  
planning  process.      I  see  a  statutory  commission  as  a  means  of  
avoiding  last  minutes  confrontations  which  are  disruptive  to  the  
development  process.    And  I  believe  that  a  Commission  with  city-­‐‑
wide  responsibility  is  preferable  to  a  multiplicity  of  local  historic  
district  commissions  .  .  .  345  
  
Another  conflict  among  the  staff  was  a  tug-­‐‑of-­‐‑war  between  some  of  the  
women  working  at  the  BRA  and  their  male  supervisors.    The  role  of  women  in  
historic  preservation  has  a  long  and  notable  history.346    By  the  1970s,  it  took  a  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
344  Massachusetts  General  Laws,  Chapter  40,  Section  8C;  “A  Partnership  for  Conservation,”  Boston  
Globe,  Feb.  26,  1962,  8.  
345  Letter  from  Robert  T.  Kenney  to  Mayor  Kevin  H.  White,  April  23,  1973.    City  of  Boston  
Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  “Legislation  –  memos  or  
correspondence”  folder.  
346  On  women  in  historic  preservation  generally,  see  Barbara  J.  Howe,  “Women  in  Historic  
Preservation:  The  Legacy  of  Ann  Pamela  Cunningham,”  The  Public  Historian,  vol.  12,  no.  1  
(Winter  1990),  31-­‐‑61;  Daniel  Bluestone,  “Academics  in  Tennis  Shoes:  Historic  Preservation  and  
the  Academy,”  Journal  of  the  Society  of  Architectural  Historians,  vol.  58,  no.  3  (Sept.  1999),  301-­‐‑303;  
and  William  Murtagh,  Keeping  Time:  The  History  and  Theory  of  Preservation  in  America  (New  York:  
Sterling  Publishing  Company,  1993),  28-­‐‑30,  37-­‐‑38.    On  women  and  specific  historic  communities  
in  Charleston,  San  Antonio,  Natchez,  and  Newport,  see  Charles  B.  Hosmer,  Jr.,  Preservation  Comes  
of  Age:  From  Williamsburg  to  the  National  Trust,  1926-­‐‑1949  (Charlottesville:  University  Press  of  
Virginia,  1981),  260-­‐‑267,  275-­‐‑290,  306-­‐‑312,  355,  359.    On  the  displacement  of  women  by  men  in  the  
preservation  movement  as  professionals  gained  ground  over  volunteers,  see  Lindgren,  Preserving  
Historic  New  England,  103-­‐‑105,  177-­‐‑178.  
	  	  
186 
new  turn,  as  many  women  in  preservation  were  moving  from  volunteer  to  paid  
work.    During  the  spring  of  1970,  eleven  women  employed  by  the  BRA  –  
including  Marcia  Myers,  preservation  planner  Rosalind  Pollan,  and  research  
analyst  Kristin  O’Connell  –  filed  a  complaint  with  the  Massachusetts  
Commission  Against  Discrimination,  alleging  that  the  BRA  engaged  in  a  pattern  
of  sex  discrimination  in  the  workplace.    All  of  the  women  bringing  charges  were  
college  graduates,  and  they  pointed  to  marked  differences  in  salaries  based  on  
sex.    The  case  received  its  first  public  hearing  during  the  summer  of  1971.347    
Another  hearing  in  December  saw  Rosalind  Pollan  and  Phillip  Ziegler  testifying.    
(By  this  time,  she  is  described  as  the  “former  head  of  the  BRA  preservation  
planning  staff.)348    During  the  summer  of  1972,  Pollan  explained  that  when  she  
was  hired  in  1965  to  replace  a  man  with  similar  qualifications,  her  salary  was  
considerably  lower  than  his.    Pollan  said  that  she  was  eventually  able  to  hire  two  
assistants,  both  students  at  Boston  University.    One  of  them,  Kristin  O’Connell,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
347  Marcia  Myers  is  reported  in  1971  to  be  a  “chief  of  special  projects  in  the  planning  department,  
who  holds  degrees  from  Mt.  Holyoke  and  MIT.”    Rosalind  Pollan  went  to  Brooklyn  College  and  
Harvard.    And  Kristen  O’Connell  graduated  from  Radcliffe  and  Boston  University.    Jean  Dietz,  
“11  women  allege  sex  discrimination  at  BRA,”  Boston  Globe,  July  17,  1971,  5.    The  Massachusetts  
Commission  Against  Discrimination  was  established  in  1950,  with  a  charge  to  adjudicate  claims  
of  discrimination  based  on  race,  color,  or  creed.    A  decade  and  a  half  later,  it  was  given  expanded  
purview  to  include  discrimination  based  on  sex,  hearing  its  first  such  case  in  1966.    Chicago  
Defender,  “Work  to  Uphold  Anti-­‐‑Bias  Law,”  July  15,  1950,  11;  “Waitresses  Want  Better  Service,”  
Boston  Globe,  Jan.  25,  1966,  23.  




saw  her  salary  decrease  after  she  began  her  job.    The  other  new  assistant,  John  
Bryan,  was  taken  on  at  a  higher  rate,  earning  more  than  not  only  his  recently  
hired  colleague  but  also  more  than  his  supervisor.349    Ultimately,  in  1974  the  
plaintiffs  and  the  BRA  reached  an  out-­‐‑of-­‐‑court  settlement.    The  BRA  leadership  
agreed  to  make  cash  payment  to  the  complainants,  to  promote  those  still  
working  there,  to  retroactively  promote  those  who  had  left,  and  to  take  
affirmative  action  to  hire  and  promote  more  women  generally.    The  plaintiff’s  
attorney,  Betty  Giddes,  noted  that  the  BRA  was  open  to  the  out-­‐‑of-­‐‑court  
agreement  because  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  
would  not  release  funds  for  the  restoration  of  Faneuil  Hall  and  the  waterfront  
until  the  matter  was  resolved.350  
By  the  summer  of  1973,  at  least  according  to  Robert  Campbell,  
architectural  critic  at  the  Boston  Globe,  the  effort  to  pass  this  new  preservation  law  
was  becoming  bogged  down,  a  logical  conclusion  based  on  the  issues  plaguing  
the  drafting  process.    In  his  column,  Campbell  argued  that  a  statutory  Boston  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
349  Ann-­‐‑Mary  Currier,  “Sex  discrimination  charged  against  BRA,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  6,  1972,  A  1.  
350  Mary  Thornton,  “Plaintiffs  still  aren’t  pleased:  BRA  settles  sex-­‐‑equality  suit  out  of  court,”  
Boston  Globe,  Jan.  16,  1974,  3.    The  revitalization  of  Faneuil  Hall  and  Quincy  Market  was  a  priority  
for  Mayor  White,  subsequently  cited  as  a  notable  example  of  adaptive  reuse.  James  Marston  Fitch,  
Historic  Preservation:  Curatorial  Management  of  the  Built  World  (New  York:  McGraw  Hill  Book  
Company,  1982),  176-­‐‑178;  Kay,  Preserving  New  England,  66-­‐‑68;  Kennedy,  Planning  the  City  Upon  a  
Hill,  204-­‐‑206;  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  271-­‐‑279;  Whitehill  &  Kennedy,  Boston:  A  
Topographical  History,  244-­‐‑246.  
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Landmarks  Commission  –  one  with  the  legal  power  to  regulate  –  was  essential,  
especially  as  the  City  continued  to  construct  new  buildings  to  complete  existing  
urban  renewal  projects,  such  as  at  Government  Center.    For  him,  historic  
buildings  represented  qualities  that  made  places  distinctive,  and  the  preservation  
of  such  sites  could  serve  as  a  bulwark  against  “today’s  highly  homogenized  
worldwide  culture.”    He  also  praised  the  “human  scale”  of  historic  
neighborhoods.    At  the  same  time,  he  suggested  that  an  obsessive  focus  on  the  
city’s  “tax  base”  would  produce  consequences  ultimately  detrimental  to  city  
living.    Furthermore,  he  pointed  out  that  Boston  “is  far  behind  other  American  
cities  on  the  preservation  issue,”  naming  New  York,  Chicago,  and  San  Francisco  
as  having  citywide  agencies  that  have  jurisdiction  over  the  historic  built  
environment.    Campbell  characterized  the  existing  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  as  “pure  window  dressing  in  its  current  form  with  no  legal  power  
to  do  anything.”    He  noted  that  a  proposed  law  “has  been  in  draft  form  for  more  
than  a  year”  and  called  upon  the  mayor  to  act.351    In  a  subsequent  letter  to  the  
editor,  Boston  resident  Birge  Albright  reiterated  Campbell’s  main  points  and  
expressed  agreement  with  his  central  argument.352  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
351  Robert  Campbell,  “Boston  needs  a  real  Landmark  Commission,”  Boston  Globe,  June  3,  1973,  A-­‐‑
10.  
352  Birge  Albright,  “Second  the  motion,”  Boston  Globe,  June  20,  1973,  20.  
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In  September  of  1973,  Mayor  White  officially  transmitted  the  draft  
legislation  to  the  City  Council  for  its  review,  laying  out  his  case  for  the  measure:    
It  “would  provide  a  continuing,  comprehensive  preservation  program  for  the  
City  of  Boston.”    The  origins  of  the  proposal  can  be  found  in  “municipal  
landmarks  commissions  in  Philadelphia,  Baltimore,  Detroit,  and  other  American  
and  European  cities.”    The  mayor  assured  the  Council  that  only  the  proposed  
law  was  under  consideration  at  this  time:  “No  designations  are  made  as  part  of  
the  legislation.”    He  added  that  the  new  agency  would  be  “[p]laced  
administratively  within  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,”  with  “[s]taff  .  .  .  
provided  by  the  [BRA]  as  planning  agency  for  the  city.”    Finally,  he  said  that  the  
new  Landmarks  “commission  would  consist  of  nine  members,  a  majority  of  
whom  would  be  experienced  in  architecture,  landscape  architecture,  
architectural  history,  or  city  planning.  “    The  Council  referred  the  matter  to  the  
Committee  on  Urban  Development.353    According  to  H.  Lawrence  Tafe  III  of  the  
Advisory  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  later  that  fall,  “the  bill  was  heard  by  
the  Urban  Development  Committee  of  the  City  Council  .  .  .  and  received  very  
favorable  public  response.    Supportive  testimony  was  offered  by  the  Boston  
Redevelopment  Authority  and  the  Back  Bay  and  Beacon  Hill  Commissions  as  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
353  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Sept.  10,  1973,  691.  
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well  as  many  local  neighborhood  associations  and  historical  societies.”    Yet  the  
Committee  did  not  bring  the  question  back  to  the  full  City  Council  for  a  vote.  
By  April  of  1974,  Mayor  White  tried  again.    First,  he  unveiled  a  
comprehensive  package  of  reforms  to  city  government,  including  what  the  Globe  
reported  to  be  “the  creation  of  a  formal  Landmarks  Commission,  with  the  power  
to  designate  and  oversee  landmarks  in  the  city  ‘deemed  to  have  special  historical  
and  architectural  value.’”354    Then  a  few  days  later  he  resubmitted  his  original  
proposal  to  the  City  Council,  along  with  a  letter  from  Advisory  BLC  member  H.  
Lawrence  Tafe  III,  formally  requesting  the  resubmittal.    This  time,  the  Council  
referred  the  item  to  the  Committee  on  Legislation  and  Home  Rule.355  
Meanwhile,  within  the  BRA,  some  staff  members  continued  to  oppose  the  
proposed  law.    Stewart  Forbes,  the  director  of  non-­‐‑residential  development  for  
the  agency,356  wrote  to  Director  Robert  Kenney,  echoing  many  of  the  concerns  
raised  earlier  by  Planning  Director  Philip  Ziegler.    Forbes  expressed  concern  over  
the  rise  of  “administrative  controls,”  especially  those  “administered  by  .  .  .  
official[s]  with  zero  sensitivity  to  economic  considerations.”    He  claimed,  “The  
proposed  commission  includes  no  requirement  for  an  individual  experienced  in  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
354  Robert  Jordan,  “White  unveils  his  plans  for  ‘massive  reform’  in  Boston  government,”  Boston  
Globe,  April  25,  1974,  21.  
355  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  April  29,  1974,  297.  
356  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “BRA  working  on  3  new  plans,”  Boston  Globe,  June  25,  1971,  10.  
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real  estate  economics.”    And  he  raised  the  specter  that  the  new  commission  
might  trample  on  constitutional  rights  guaranteed  by  the  Fifth  Amendment,  
asking  “by  being  able  to  designate  private  property  is  this,  in  effect,  a  land  taking  
and  if  so,  what  compensation  is  there  for  the  owner?”    Summarizing  his  
opposition,  he  wrote:  
In  short,  while  sympathizing  with  the  need  to  protect  the  City’s  
historic  assets,  I  believe  there  already  exists  a  sufficient  number  of  
organizations  to  focus  public  attention  on  action  that  would  
threaten  such  assets.  
  
.  .  .  [I]t  seems  unnecessary  to  form  a  body  which  will  impose  
another  set  of  controls  and  administrative  practices.    In  my  
judgment,  developers  and  other  members  of  the  business  
community  will  and  should  oppose  this  bill.357  
  
   In  addition  to  Forbes’s  objections,  Paul  McCann,  who  had  been  with  the  
agency  for  sixteen  years,358  also  wrote  to  Director  Robert  Kenney,  expressing  his  
misgivings  concerning  the  proposal.    He  compared  the  draft  Boston  law  with  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
357  Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication  from  Stewart  Forbes  to  Robert  T.  Kenney,  May  10,  1974.    Papers  of  
the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  folder:  “Legislation  –  Memos  or  
Correspondence.”    The  “takings  clause”  of  the  U.S.  Constitution  reads,  “nor  shall  private  
property  be  taken  for  public  use,  without  just  compensation.”    The  literature  on  regulatory  
takings  is  large  and  contested.    An  authoritative  treatment  can  be  found  in  William  A.  Fischel,  
Regulatory  Takings:  Law,  Economics,  and  Politics  (Cambridge:  Harvard  University  Press,  1998).  
358  Paul  McCann  “joined  [the  BRA]  in  1958,  the  year  after  it  was  established.”    He  “started  .  .  .  as  
an  office  boy  and  worked  under  urban  planner  Edward  J.  Logue.  He  went  to  Boston  College,  and  
then  to  what  is  now  Suffolk  University  Law  School  at  night  while  continuing  to  work  at  the  
authority.”  Thomas  C.  Palmer,  Jr.,  “BRA’s  Paul  McCann  to  Retire  After  47  Years,”  Boston  Globe,  
Nov.  18,  2005,  E  3.  
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legislation  that  established  the  New  York  City  Landmarks  Commission,  finding  
the  former  lacking.    He  suggested  that  Boston’s  statutory  commission  would  be  
dominated  by  representatives  of  “professional  planning  and  historical  societies,”  
that  the  BLC’s  power  to  designate  would  be  “absolute,”  and  that  BLC  would  be  
more  powerful  than  the  mayor  or  the  BRA.    He  further  believed  that  the  New  
York  law  is  more  sensitive  to  the  economic  necessity  of  property  to  have  a  
“reasonable  return.”359  
   In  response  to  these  concerns,  BRA  staff  working  under  the  advisory  
Landmarks  Commission  formulated  replies.    Marcia  Myers  stated  that  the  
mayor’s  office  and  Corporation  Counsel  Herb  Gleason  “indicated  that  real  estate  
expertise  and  interests  would  of  course  be  represented  on  the  Commission.”    
And  concerning  the  fear  that  a  statutory  Landmarks  Commission  might  engage  
in  unconstitutional  “takings,”  lawyers  “on  behalf  of  the  Commission,  BRA  and  
Law  Department”  said  the  proposed  bill  was  “okay”  on  that  score.360    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
359  Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication  from  Paul  L.  McCann  to  Robert  T.  Kenney,  May  13,  1974.    Papers  
of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  folder:  “Legislation  –  Memos  or  
Correspondence.”    The  New  York  City  Landmarks  Commission  was  established  in  1965.    The  
story  of  its  founding  is  told  in  Anthony  C.  Wood,  Preserving  New  York:  Winning  the  Right  to  Protect  
a  City’s  Landmarks  (New  York:  Routledge,  2008).  
360  Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication  from  Marcia  Myers  to  Stewart  Forbes,  May  10,  1974.    Papers  of  




Additionally,  Judy  McDonough,  an  historian  for  the  BLC,361  noted  that  in  1955  
the  Massachusetts  Supreme  Judicial  Court  reviewed  the  language  creating  
historic  districts  on  Beacon  Hill  and  Nantucket.    At  that  time,  the  Court  ruled,  
“We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  proposed  act  is  not  a  taking.”362  
Perhaps  unaware  of  these  internal  squabbles,  Robert  Campbell  in  his  
newspaper  column  noted  the  delays  at  City  Hall  and  expressed  growing  
displeasure:  “[A]nother  year  has  gone  by  and  the  bill  to  create  a  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission  still  isn’t  law.”    He  placed  the  blame  squarely  on  “the  
City  Council,  which  failed  to  act  last  year.”    He  thought  the  question  “in  a  place  
like  Boston  should  be  about  as  controversial  as  motherhood.”    He  laid  out  the  
problem:  “Because  Boston  happens  to  be  lucky  enough  to  have  a  lot  of  good  old  
buildings  still  around,  many  persons  assume  that  someone  must  be  keeping  an  
eye  on  them.    Well,  no  one  is.”363    Additionally,  he  said  that  seventy  other  
American  cities  have  landmarks  commissions,  and  Boston  is  being  left  behind.    
He  acknowledged  that  all  cities  change  over  time,  but  a  proper  landmarks  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
361  Alison  Arnold,  “Music  to  marry  by,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  27,  1975,  16.  
362  Quoted  in  Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication  from  Judy  McDonough  to  the  file,  May  22,  1974.    
Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  folder:  “Legislation  –  
Memos  or  Correspondence.”    The  original  citation  for  the  SJC  reviews  of  the  Nantucket  and  
Beacon  Hill  acts  are  333  Mass.  773  and  333  Mass.  783  respectively.    They  are  identified  as  
“Opinions  of  the  Justices  to  the  Senate”  and  are  dated  July  7,  1955.  
363  Robert  Campbell,  “70  cities  protect  landmarks,  but  Boston  isn’t  one  of  them,”  Boston  Globe,  
May  19,  1974,  69.  
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commission  could  help  guide  change  in  a  way  that  safeguards  and  enhances  the  
environment.364  
Over  the  next  three  weeks,  BRA  staff  negotiated  with  a  powerful  business  
leader  who  would  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  final  form  of  the  draft  
legislation,  Joseph  Barresi  of  the  Boston  Municipal  Research  Bureau.    Barresi  
expressed  a  desire  that  the  City  Council  be  able  to  override  a  vote  for  designation  
by  the  proposed  statutory  Landmarks  Commission.    Barresi  also  expressed  
concern  over  the  size  of  proposed  districts  and  the  power  the  new  commission  
would  have  over  them.365    Following  up  on  these  concerns,  the  Municipal  
Research  Bureau  formed  an  ad  hoc  committee  to  discuss  the  proposed  
landmarks  legislation  further.    The  members  of  this  board  opposed  the  
designation  of  historic  districts  categorically,  believing  that  only  individual  
buildings  should  be  designated.    They  also  expressed  concern  that  the  business  
community  be  adequately  represented  on  the  new  commission.    And  they  also  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
364  Robert  Campbell,  “70  cities  protect  landmarks,  but  Boston  isn’t  one  of  them,”  Boston  Globe,  
May  19,  1974,  69.  
365  Handwritten  memo,  May  23,  1974,  from  Marcia  Myers,  to  the  file,  re  Landmarks  Bill,  papers  of  
the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  folder:  “Legislation  –  Memos  or  
Correspondence.”    A  child  of  immigrant  parents,  Joseph  Barresi  was  born  in  Boston  and  
educated  at  Boston  Latin  School  and  Boston  University.    He  worked  for  the  Boston  Municipal  
Research  Bureau  for  22  years,  before  stepping  down  in  1976.    He  lived  in  Cohasset.    The  Bureau  
was  founded  in  1932  and  “is  entirely  funded  by  contributions,  mainly  from  banking  and  real  
estate  firms  in  Boston.”    “Boston  research  post  given  up  by  Barresi,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  1,  1976,  17;  




wanted  the  new  Landmarks  Commission  to  entertain  applications  for  
designation  for  six  months  only,  before  being  subjected  to  a  three-­‐‑year  
moratorium  on  new  designations,  with  the  process  to  continue  on  a  cyclical  basis  
going  forward.    Joseph  Barresi  shared  these  demands  with  the  Mayor’s  
representative  Dave  Nicklaus  and  Corporation  Counsel  Herbert  Gleason.366      
City  representatives  formulated  a  reply.    On  the  first  point  concerning  
historic  districts,  they  were  most  reluctant  to  yield:  
The  concept  of  the  establishment  of  preservation  districts  is  an  
essential  part  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  bill.    Precedent  
for  the  designation  of  districts  is  found  in  landmarks  commissions  
existing  in  such  major  cities  as  Chicago,  New  York,  Detroit,  San  
Francisco,  Baltimore,  Cincinnatti  [sic],  and  St.  Louis,  among  others.  
  
On  the  question  of  having  business  leaders  on  the  statutory  Landmarks  
Commission,  the  City  pointed  out  that  the  draft  legislation  already  included  a  
provision  granting  power  to  the  Greater  Boston  Real  Estate  Board  and  the  Boston  
Chamber  of  Commerce  to  nominate  members,  though  the  City  agreed  to  add  
language  that  such  nominees  should  have  “experience  in  urban  development  or  
finance.”    On  the  issue  of  having  limited  designation  periods  followed  by  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
366  Minutes  of  the  “MEETING  OF  THE  AD  HOC  COMMITTEE  ON  THE  BOSTON  LANDMARKS  
COMMISSION  OF  THE  BOSTON  MUNICIPAL  RESEARCH  BUREAU  on  Friday,  May  31,  1974  at  
9:00  a.m.  at  the  office  of  the  Research  Bureau,”  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
City  of  Boston  Archives,  folder:  “Legislation  –  Memos  or  Correspondence.”  
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moratoria,  City  staff  pointed  out  that  New  York  City  had  originally  had  such  
language  in  their  landmarks  legislation,  which  they  had  recently  struck  out.367  
     Both  sides  ultimately  settled  on  a  compromise.      
The  ‘downtown’  area  roughly  between  Mass.  Ave.  and  waterfront  
and  Charles  River  to  Turnpike,  and  including  the  North  End,  
would  be  exempt  from  Commission  designation  of  ‘landmark  
districts’  .  .  .  In  return  for  these  concessions,  BRA’s  Mrs.  Marcia  
Myers  would  like  period  of  continuous  designation,  not  on-­‐‑off  
cycle.368  
      
She  wrote  to  the  advisory  BLC,  “[W]e  decided  to  go  with  a  bill  which  exempts  
the  downtown  from  district  designations  but  allows  the  commission  to  designate  
landmarks.”    She  pointed  out  that  districts  could  still  be  formed  downtown  
following  the  procedures  outlined  in  the  Historic  Districts  Act  (Chapter  40C).    
Although  she  was  not  enthusiastic  about  the  compromise,  she  thought  it  was  
important  to  move  forward.    “We  feel  that,  while  not  all  we  wanted,  this  bill  is  a  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
367  Response  to  Municipal  Research  Bureau,  Wed.,  June  5,  1974”  (handwritten),  “CITY  POSITION  
REGARDING  RECOMMENDATIONS  of  the  BOSTON  MUNICIPAL  RESEARCH  BUREAU  
Concerning  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  Bill,”  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  folder:  “Legislation  –  Memos  or  Correspondence.”    For  
more  on  the  moratorium  of  the  New  York  City  Landmarks  Preservation  Commission,  see  Wood,  
Preserving  New  York,  354-­‐‑355.  
368  R.  Hannon  (handwritten:  “staff  to  Boston  City  Council”),  LANDMARKS  COMMISSION  
MEMO    Friday,  June  7,  1974,  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  
Archives,  folder:  “Legislation  –  Memos  or  Correspondence.”  
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good  first  step  which  hopefully  can  be  amended  after  the  commission  has  
established  a  credible  record.”369  
By  early  June  1974,  the  proposed  legislation  was  back  before  the  full  City  
Council.    That  body  mostly  supported  the  law,  but  chafed  at  one  provision.    As  
written,  the  bill  gave  the  mayor  the  power  to  veto  a  designation  recommended  
by  the  Landmarks  Commission.    Councilor  Christopher  A.  Iannella  proposed  an  
amendment,  granting  the  City  Council  the  power  to  override  a  mayoral  veto  of  a  
designation  with  a  two-­‐‑thirds  vote.      This  unplanned  alteration  found  approval  
among  his  colleagues  on  the  board.370    Two  weeks  later,  the  question  was  back  
before  the  Council:  The  Mayor  sent  a  letter  saying  that  adding  a  two-­‐‑thirds  
override  power  by  the  Council  would  be  unprecedented  for  a  commission  in  the  
city,  and  it  would  “not  in  the  best  interests  of  the  city”  to  do  so.    But  the  Council  
would  not  back  down,  insisting  that  they  have  the  final  say.    Consequently,  they  
remanded  the  proposed  legislation  to  the  Mayor  without  making  any  changes  
since  the  last  meeting.371      
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
369  Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication,  June  11,  1974,  from  Marcia  Myers  to  Eli  Post,  papers  of  the  
Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  folder:  “Legislation  –  Memos  or  
Correspondence.”  
370  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  June  10,  1974,  403.  
371  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  June  24,  1974,  413.  
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Marcia  Myers  outlined  the  situation:  “[T]he  landmarks  bill  is  caught  
between  the  Mayor,  who  does  not  want  the  City  Council  to  be  able  to  override  
his  veto  of  a  protective  designation  .  .  .  and  the  City  Council,  which  argues  in  
favor  of  more  checks  and  balances  to  protect  against  an  unsympathetic  Mayor.”    
She  did  some  homework:  “I  have  just  reviewed  Landmarks  Commissions  in  
other  cities  and  found  that,  in  almost  every  case,  designations  are  in  fact  a  
legislative  rather  than  an  executive  function,”  thus  tipping  her  view  
sympathetically  to  the  City  Council.    Nevertheless,  her  growing  sense  of  
exasperation  is  evident:  “[T]he  Advisory  Commission  feels  that  5  years  of  work  
are  being  thrown  aside  by  what  they  view  as  a  petty  political  dispute.”372  
By  the  late  summer  of  1974,  the  Boston  Globe  officially  endorsed  the  
proposed  legislation.    The  newspaper  took  a  dim  view  of  the  City  Council’s  
insistence  that  it  have  “the  power  to  approve  a  designation  over  a  mayoral  veto.”    
The  editors  characterized  this  move  as  “a  usurpation  of  mayoral  powers  as  
granted  by  the  city  charter.”    They  said  that  the  draft  bill  as  submitted  already  
envisions  a  careful  balance  of  power:  “The  commission  would  not  be  all-­‐‑
powerful,  nor  would  the  mayor.    The  City  Council  would  approve  the  mayor’s  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
372  Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication,  June  25,  1974  from  Marcia  Myers  to  Robert  T.  Kenney,  Eli  Post,  
papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  folder:  “Legislation  –  
Memos  or  Correspondence.”    Robert  Kenney  replied:  “I  agree.”  
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appointments  and  the  mayor  and  the  Council  would  approve  the  commission’s  
designations.”    The  editorial  concluded,  “Boston  is  the  only  major  city  with  an  
important  architectural  heritage  to  preserve  which  does  not  have  a  landmarks  
commission.    A  few  short  years  from  now  it  could  be  too  late  to  make  one  
worthwhile.”373  
By  the  end  of  August  1974,  a  notable  African  American  community  leader,  
Byron  Rushing,  entered  the  debate.    Up  until  now,  the  public  conversation  
concerning  historic  districts  in  Boston,  though  often  contentious,  had  been  
among  different  groups  of  whites,  marked  by  national  origin,  ethnicity,  religion,  
class,  and  educational  background.    Now,  as  discussion  moved  from  designating  
historic  districts  on  Beacon  Hill  and  in  the  Back  Bay  to  implementing  citywide  
measures,  a  new  voice  came  forward.    Rushing  served  as  the  president  of  the  
Museum  of  Afro  American  History  at  the  African  Meetinghouse  on  the  North  
Slope  of  Beacon  Hill.374    In  a  letter  to  City  Councilor  Patrick  McDonough,  
Rushing  expressed  his  position:  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
373  “Saving  Boston’s  landmarks,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  25,  1974,  A-­‐‑6.  
374  Byron  Rushing,  “a  former  New  Yorker  who  came  to  Boston  as  a  Harvard  University  
undergraduate,”  subsequently  became  “a  community  fellow  at  MIT.”    In  1970,  he  began  working  
with  the  Museum  of  Afro  American  History,  which  restored  the  African  Meetinghouse.    Mary  
Thompson,  “Black  museum  finds  a  home,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  14,  1974,  32.      Byron  Rushing  later  
successfully  ran  for  the  state  legislature  in  which  he  still  serves.  
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I  agree  that  there  is  in  Boston  a  need  for  public  bodies  that  can  
regulate  the  preservation  of  the  historic  architectural  and  
topographical  character  of  this  City’s  neighborhoods.    However  I  
am  convinced  that  the  proposed  Boston  landmarks  commission  is  
an  outdated  solution  to  the  preservation  problems  that  confront  
Boston.  
  
He  went  on  to  say  that  he  was  not  interested  in  the  “freezing  in  time  of  one  
isolated  old  building.”    Moreover,  he  said,  “All  buildings  are  historic,  i.e.,  have  
an  identity  in  time  as  well  as  space.”    Finally,  he  stated  that  he  would  prefer  that  
the  City  simply  use  the  Chapter  40C  process  (i.e.,  the  Historic  Districts  Act)  and  
continue  to  form  neighborhood  commissions,  so  that  historic-­‐‑district  
administration  would  be  “decentralized.”375  
This  statement  prompted  several  replies  from  those  involved  with  the  
drafting  of  the  Landmarks  Commission  bill.    First,  H.  Lawrence  Tafe  III,  chair  of  
the  advisory  BLC,  wrote  to  Councilor  McDonough,  pointing  out  that  it  was  not  
the  intent  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  “freeze  in  time”  any  building,  but  rather  
to  encourage  adaptive  reuse.    Additionally,  according  to  the  draft  law,  local  
commissions  would  govern  any  districts  that  the  statutory  BLC  might  designate.    
And  the  Chapter  40  C  process  would  still  be  available  as  a  means  for  designating  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
375  Letter,  Aug.  30,  1974,  from  Byron  Rushing,  President,  Museum  of  Afro  American  History  
African  Meeting  House,  to  Councilor  Patrick  McDonough,  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  folder:  “Legislation  –  Memos  or  Correspondence.”  
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districts.376    Secondly,  Marcia  Myers  wrote  to  Byron  Rushing,  sending  him  a  
packet  of  information  about  the  proposed  law.    And  thirdly,  a  staff  member  
telephoned  Rushing,  who  “is  [now]  satisfied.”    Apparently,  “his  main  concern  is  
that  there  [be]  clear  provision  for  [utilizing  the  process  outlined  in  Chapter]  40-­‐‑C  
should  a  local  group  wish  to  use  that  procedure.”377    Marcia  Myers  assured  her  
boss  that  “Byron  Rushing’s  objections  to  the  landmarks  bill  have  been  
overcome.”378  
In  September,  City  Council  again  found  the  item  on  its  agenda.    The  
Mayor  sent  them  another  letter,  noting  that  the  Council  did  not  do  what  he  had  
asked  them  to  do  earlier  and  firmly  telling  them  to  do  it  now.    This  time,  the  
Council  relented.    It  struck  out  the  proposed  language  for  a  two-­‐‑thirds  vote  of  
the  City  Council  to  override  a  mayoral  veto  of  a  designation.    It  then  referred  the  
matter  to  the  Committee  on  Laws  and  Ordinances.379    Marcia  Myers  briefed  the  
advisory  Landmarks  Commission  that  Councilor  McDonough,  who  was  also  the  
chair  of  that  committee,  “will  report  the  bill  out  when  there  are  five  sure  votes.    	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
376  Letter,  date-­‐‑stamped  Sep  10  1974,  from  H.  Lawrence  Tafe,  III,  Chairman,  BLC,  to  Councilor  
McDonough,  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  folder:  
“Legislation  –  Memos  or  Correspondence.”  
377  Letter,  Sept.  10,  1974,  from  Bob  Hannan  to  Marcia  Myers,  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  folder:  “Legislation  –  Memos  or  Correspondence.”  
378  Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication,  Sept.  11,  1974,  from  Marcia  Myers  to  Robert  T.  Kenney,  papers  of  
the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  folder:  “Legislation  –  Memos  or  
Correspondence.”  
379  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Sept.  23,  1974,  561.  
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The  Mayors  [sic]  office  is  working  on  the  problem  between  busing  crises.”    This  
is  the  first  allusion  in  the  records  of  the  Landmarks  Commission  concerning  the  
most  pressing  and  explosive  issue  facing  Boston  politicians  in  1974,  a  judicial  
mandate  to  racially  integrate  the  City'ʹs  public  schools  by  busing  pupils  out  of  
their  historically  segregated  neighborhoods.380  
By  early  1975,  the  proposed  law  was  facing  some  legal  questioning.    First,  
an  important  New  York  court  case  involving  city  authority  to  designate  and  
protect  landmarks  seemed  to  cast  doubt  on  the  validity  of  the  draft  legislation.    
The  Penn  Central  Transportation  Co.,  owner  of  the  landmarked  Grand  Central  
Terminal,  had  sued  the  New  York  City  Landmarks  Preservation  Commission  in  
1972,  with  the  aim  of  overturning  the  designation,  which  prevented  the  company  
from  building  a  59-­‐‑story  office  building  on  top  of  the  historic  station.    By  1975,  
the  case  was  at  the  state  Supreme  Court,  which  ruled  that  the  designation  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
380  Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication,  Sept.  26,  1974,  from  Marcia  Myers  to  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission,  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  folder:  
“Legislation  –  Memos  or  Correspondence.”    Judge  W.  Arthur  Garrity,  Jr.,  issued  his  decision  on  
June  21,  1974,  requiring  busing  to  desegregate  Boston’s  public  schools.    It  went  into  effect  at  the  
beginning  of  the  school  year  in  September.    “Strikes,  boycotts,  harassment,  and  outright  violence  
attended  the  start  of  the  city’s  busing  program  during  1974-­‐‑1975,  to  the  extent  that  hundreds  of  
city  and  state  police  officers  were  called  in  to  patrol  the  streets,  monitor  the  schools,  and  protect  
the  yellow  buses  .  .  .”  O’Connor,  The  Hub,  243-­‐‑245.    For  more  extended  treatments,  see  Michael  J.  
Ross  and  William  M.  Berg,  I  Respectfully  Disagree  with  the  Judge’s  Order:  The  Boston  School  
Desegregation  Controversy  (Washington:  University  Press  of  America,  1981),  J.  Anthony  Lukas,  
Common  Ground:  A  Turbulent  Decade  in  the  Lives  of  Three  American  Families  (New  York:  Vintage,  
1985),  Ione  Malloy,  Southie  Won’t  Go:  A  Teacher’s  Diary  of  the  Desegregation  of  South  Boston  High  
School  (Urbana:  University  of  Illinois  Press,  1986),  and  Ronald  Formisano,  Boston  Against  Busing:  
Race,  Class,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  1960s  and  1970s  (Chapel  Hill:  University  of  North  Carolina,  1991).  
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“constitute[d]  a  taking  of  property,”  in  violation  of  the  Fifth  Amendment  to  the  
U.S.  Constitution.381    New  York  City  seemed  likely  to  appeal,  but  at  this  point  the  
outcome  was  uncertain.382    Marcia  Myers  reported  that  BRA  director  Robert  
Kenney  was  worried  about  the  implications  of  this  case  for  Boston.383    
Additionally,  the  Boston  Bar  Association  was  getting  involved.    Their  Land  Use  
Committee,  chaired  by  John  Bok  (who  had  revised  the  bill  that  created  the  Back  
Bay  Architectural  Commission),  was  reviewing  the  proposed  legislation  
regarding  a  statutory  Landmarks  Commission.    Their  requests  proved  to  be  
minor,  technical  amendments.384    By  the  end  of  April,  “the  Bar  Association  [was]  
on  record  [as]  supporting  the  bill.”385  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
381  Quoted  in  Paul  Goldberger,  “City’s  Naming  of  Grand  Central  as  a  Landmark  Voided  by  Court,”  
New  York  Times,  Jan.  22,  1975,  1.    A  clipping  of  this  article  was  in  the  possession  of  the  advisory  
Boston  Landmarks  Commission.  
382  New  York  went  on  to  successfully  defend  its  landmarks  law  at  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court,  whose  
historic  decision  of  the  case  in  1978  upheld  the  right  of  government  to  regulate  historic  property.    
Penn  Central  Transportation  Co.  v.  New  York  City  (No.  438  U.S.  104,  U.S.  Supreme  Court,  June  26,  
1978).    For  an  analysis  of  the  case,  see  Christopher  J.  Duerksen,  A  Handbook  on  Historic  Preservation  
Law  (Baltimore:  Conservation  Foundation,  1983),  351-­‐‑376.  
383  Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication,  Feb.  11,  1975,  from  Marcia  Myers  to  Charles  Speleotis,  re  BLC  
legislation,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  BLC  Papers,  Box  6  (“Admin  files”),  “Legislation  –  Memos  or  
Correspondence”  folder.  
384  Other  members  of  the  Land  Use  Committee  were  Abe  Wolfe  (chair,  Cambridge  Historical  
Commission),  Roger  Tyler,  John  Griffin,  and  Robert  Ruddock.    Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication,  from  
Marcia  Myers  to  Robert  T.  Kenney,  Feb.  14,  1975,  re  Landmarks  Commission  Legislation;  Inter-­‐‑
Office  Communication,  Feb.  26,  1975,  from  Marcia  Myers  to  BLC,  re  status  of  legislation,  City  of  
Boston  Archives,  BLC  Papers,  Box  6  (“Admin  files”),  “Legislation  –  Memos  or  Correspondence”  
folder;  and  Brendan  Malin,  “Cambridge  Heritage  Trail,”  Boston  Globe,  July  18,  1965,  A  11.  
385  Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication,  April  25,  1975,  from  Marcia  Myers  to  Robert  T.  Kenney,  re  BLC  




Over  the  next  two  months,  advocates  of  the  proposed  law  worked  to  
obtain  the  necessary  votes  for  it  in  the  Committee  on  Laws  and  Ordinances.    
Attorney  John  Bok  met  with  some  of  the  city  councilors,  especially  Christopher  
Iannella,  to  take  into  account  their  concerns.386    By  the  end  of  this  process,  staff  
working  on  this  could  boast  that  the  bill  had  “the  endorsement  of  over  thirty  
local  organizations  and  associations”387  and  “no  known  opposition.”388    In  June  
1975,  the  Committee  on  Laws  and  Ordinances  returned  the  proposed  legislation  
to  the  full  City  Council,  with  the  recommendation  that  it  “ought  to  pass.”    By  this  
time,  we  see  the  new  language  prohibiting  the  contemplated  statutory  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission  from  designating  any  historic  districts  in  the  broad  
swath  of  downtown  Boston,  roughly  defined  as  that  area  of  the  city  east  of  
Massachusetts  Avenue.  The  Council  went  along  with  the  change  and  adopted  
the  revised  proposal.389      	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
386  Letter,  May  30,  1975,  from  John  Bok  to  Herb  Gleason,  Boston  City  Archives,  BLC  Papers,  Box  6  
(“Admin  files”),  “Legislation  –  Memos  or  Correspondence”  folder.  
387  Statement,  June  6,  1975,  unsigned,  Boston  City  Archives,  BLC  Papers,  Box  6  (“Admin  files”),  
“Legislation  –  Memos  or  Correspondence”  folder.  
388  Undated  statement  from  Marcia  Myers  to  John  Herbert  and  Lowell  Erickson,  City  of  Boston  
Archives,  BLC  Papers,  Box  6  (“Admin  files”),  “Legislation  –  Memos  or  Correspondence”  folder.  
389  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  June  23,  1975,  458.    The  new  language  reads  as  follows:  
[Sec]  
“i.  .  .  “the  commission  shall  not  designate  as  a  landmark  district,  architectural  conservation  
district,  or  protection  area  that  portion  of  the  city  bounded  and  described  as  follows:  beginning  at  
a  point  at  the  intersection  of  the  center  line  of  Massachusetts  Avenue  with  the  Massachusetts  
Turnpike  Extension,  continuing  northwesterly  along  the  centerline  of  said  Massachusetts  Avenue  
to  the  city  boundary  with  the  city  of  Cambridge  in  the  Charles  River,  thence  turning  
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The  bill  then  moved  to  the  state  legislature.    At  that  time,  Ian  Menzies,  
another  columnist  for  the  Globe,  weighed  in  on  the  matter.    He  discussed  at  
length  the  compromise  made  earlier  with  the  Boston  Municipal  Research  Bureau,  
“a  nonprofit,  largely  business-­‐‑supported  fiscal  research  group”  to  exclude  the  
Boston  Landmarks  Commission  from  designating  districts  downtown.    He  
pointed  out  that  this  provision  leaves  out  “the  North  End,  the  waterfront,  and  
even  parts  of  the  South  End.”    He  characterized  this  move  as  “not  one  of  the  
more  distinguished  acts  of  the  Boston  Municipal  Research  Bureau.”    To  him,  it  
seemed  “to  ‘protect’  the  self-­‐‑interests  of  real  estate  and  other  business  
development  groups.    It  is  loophole  politics  for  profit.”    Yet  notwithstanding  
these  serious  allegations,  Menzies  still  supported  the  revised  bill:  “[A]  
Landmarks  Commission  is  needed.    Every  other  major  city  in  the  nation  has  one,  
so  one  hopes  the  legislature  will  give  its  approval.    Then  subsequently,  and  by  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
northeasterly  and  continuing  along  the  said  city  boundary  to  the  pierhead  line,  thence  turning  
southeasterly  and  continuing  along  the  said  pierhead  line  toward  Fort  Point  Channel,  continuing  
southwardly  along  the  middle  of  said  Fort  Point  Channel  to  Dorchester  Avenue,  continuing  
along  the  centerline  of  said  Dorchester  Avenue  to  the  Broadway  Bridge,  thence  turning  
northwesterly  along  the  center  line  of  the  Broadway  Bridge  crossing  the  John  Fitzgerald  
Expressway,  continuing  along  a  straight  line  to  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Extension,  along  the  
center  of  said  Turnpike  Extension  to  the  point  of  origin,  except  that  the  foregoing  shall  not  
prevent  the  adoption  of  historic  districts  pursuant  to  the  provision  of  chapter  40C  of  the  General  
Laws  within  the  area  described  herein.”  
	  	  
206 
amendment,  the  Landmarks  Commission  should  be  given  the  city-­‐‑wide  
jurisdiction  it  deserves.    No  exclusions.”390  
Meanwhile,  at  City  Hall,  Robert  T.  Kenney  prepared  a  letter  to  send  to  77  
individuals  and  organizations,  appealing  for  help  in  pushing  the  bill  through  the  
legislature.391    Additionally,  Marcia  Myers’s  staff  identified  a  young  state  
representative,  Barney  Frank,  as  a  possible  ally  in  the  State  House,  and  he  
became  the  measure’s  sponsor.392    Labeled  a  “home-­‐‑rule  petition,”  it  belonged  to  
one  of  a  category  of  proposals  delegating  certain  aspects  of  state  lawmaking  to  
local  jurisdictions.    The  adoption  in  1966  of  the  Home  Rule  Amendment  to  the  
Massachusetts  Constitution  provided  guidance  to  municipalities  in  the  
Commonwealth  concerning  their  charters,  while  still  retaining  some,  specifically  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
390  Ian  Menzies,  “Boston’s  landmarks  loophole,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  13,  1975,  22.  
391  Letter  from  Robert  T.  Kenney,  Director,  BRA,  with  attached  list  of  77  individuals  and  
organizations,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  BLC  Papers,  Box  6  (“Admin  files”),  “Legislation  –  Memos  
or  Correspondence”  folder.  
392  Inter-­‐‑Office  communication,  Aug.  21,  1975,  from  Marcia  Myers  to  Robert  T.  Kenney,  re  LC  bill,  
City  of  Boston  Archives,  BLC  Papers,  Box  6  (“Admin  files”),  “Legislation  –  Memos  or  
Correspondence”  folder.    Barney  Frank  was  born  in  Bayonne,  NJ,  and  was  educated  at  Harvard  
University.    He  worked  on  the  mayoral  campaign  of  Kevin  White  and  subsequently  became  his  
chief  of  staff.    In  1972,  Frank  won  a  seat  in  the  legislature  representing  the  Back  Bay.    He  
frequently  attended  community  meetings  such  as  those  of  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association  and  
the  Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay.    A  friend  and  supporter  of  Michael  Dukakis,  
Frank  campaigned  for  him  in  the  governor’s  race  of  1974.    Frank  also  attended  and  graduated  
from  Harvard  Law  School  while  a  state  legislator.    Stuart  E.  Weisberg,  Barney  Frank:  The  Story  of  
America’s  Only  Left-­‐‑Handed,  Gay,  Jewish  Congressman  (Amherst  &  Boston:  University  of  
Massachusetts  Press,  2009),  22,  49,  69,  73,  106,  118,  124,  132,  140.    Barney  Frank  lived  at  18  
Commonwealth  Avenue,  an  address  between  Arlington  and  Berkeley  Streets  in  the  Back  Bay.    
Public  Officers  of  Massachusetts  1975-­‐‑76.  
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enumerated  state  powers.    In  the  context  of  emerging  historic  preservation  law  in  
Massachusetts,  the  proposal  to  create  a  statutory  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  
would  give  the  city  more  autonomy  in  creating  and  regulating  historic  districts  
than  the  Historic  Districts  Act  of  1960.    The  bill  moved  quickly  through  the  
legislative  process  during  the  fall  of  1975.    Once  adopted  by  both  houses  of  the  
legislature,  Governor  Dukakis  signed  it  into  law  on  December  16,  1975.393  
The  new  law  permitted  the  designation  of  three  different  kinds  of  districts  
as  well  as  individual  landmarks.    Landmarks  districts  were  the  most  selective  
category.    They  had  to  be  significant  in  the  history  of  the  commonwealth,  the  
New  England  region,  or  the  nation.    Citywide  importance  was  not  enough.    
Architectural  conservation  districts  occupied  a  middle  category,  qualifying  for  
listing  with  only  citywide  significance.    Protection  areas  had  the  lowest  bar  to  
pass.    They  had  to  be  “contiguous  to  and  constitut[ing]  an  essential  part  of  the  
physical  environment”  of  adjacent  resources.    Individual  landmarks,  like  
landmark  districts,  had  to  be  of  significance  in  the  history  of  the  commonwealth,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
393  Journal  of  the  (Massachusetts)  House  of  Representatives,  III:  4149-­‐‑4150.    Michael  Dukakis,  a  
Democrat,  was  educated  at  Harvard  Law  School.    “[I]n  1962,  at  the  age  of  twenty-­‐‑nine,  Dukakis  
was  elected    to  the  state  legislature  from  Brookline.”  “In  fall  1974  .  .  .  Dukakis  won  the  
Democratic  nomination  and  then  easily  defeated  the  incumbent  Republican  governor  Francis  
Sargent,  in  the  general  election  .  .  .”    Weisberg,  Barney  Frank,  44-­‐‑45,  132,    
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the  New  England  region,  or  the  nation.    Citywide  significance  on  its  own  was  not  
enough.394  
In  June  1976,  the  City  Council  reviewed  and  approved  nominations  to  the  
new  statutory  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.    According  to  the  new  law,  there  
were  nine  regular  members  and  nine  alternates.    The  mayor  directly  nominated  
some,  and  various  professional,  historical,  and  business  organizations  submitted  
lists  of  names  to  the  mayor  for  selection  to  the  commission.    The  regular  
members  were  Martha  Rothman,  AIA  (190  West  Brookline  Street)  and  Henry  A.  
Wood,  AIA  (24  Rutland  Square),  both  nominees  of  the  Boston  Society  of  
Architects;395  Morgan  D.  Wheelock,  Jr.  (160  Commonwealth  Avenue),  a  nominee  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
394  Their  definitions  are  as  follows:    
“‘Landmark  district’,  any  area  designated  by  the  commission  in  .  .  .  as  an  area  containing  any  
physical  features  or  improvements  or  both  which  are  of  historical,  social,  cultural,  architectural  or  
aesthetic  significance  to  the  city  and  the  commonwealth,  the  New  England  region,  or  the  nation  
and  cause  such  area  to  constitute  a  distinctive  section  of  the  city.”  
  “‘Architectural  conservation  district’,  any  area  designated  by  the  commission  .  .  .  as  an  area  
containing  any  physical  features  or  improvements  or  both  which  are  of  historical,  social,  cultural,  
architectural  or  aesthetic  significance  to  the  city  and  cause  such  areas  to  constitute  a  distinctive  
section  of  the  city.”  
“‘Protection  area’,  any  area  designated  by  the  commission  .  .  .  as  an  area  which  is  contiguous  to  
and  constitutes  an  essential  part  of  the  physical  environment  of  any  architectural  conservation  
district,  landmark  or  landmark  district.”    
“‘Landmark’,  any  physical  feature  or  improvement  designated  by  the  commission  .  .  .  as  a  
physical  feature  or  improvement  which  in  whole  or  part  has  historical,  social,  cultural,  
architectural  or  aesthetic  or  aesthetic  significance  to  the  city  and  the  commonwealth,  the  New  
England  region  or  the  nation.”  
Section  2,  “An  Act  Establishing  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,”  Chapter  772,  
Massachusetts  Acts.  
395  Martha  Rothman  was  educated  at  the  Harvard  Graduate  School  of  Design  and  has  lived  in  a  
rehabbed  South  End  row  house  for  over  four  decades.    She  is  a  consulting  principal  of  the  firm  of  
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of  the  Boston  Society  of  Landscape  Architects;396  Libby  Blank  (650  Huntington  
Avenue),  a  nominee  of  the  American  Institute  of  Planners;397  Pauline  Chase-­‐‑
Harrell,  a  nominee  of  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  of  New  England  
Antiquities;398  Lawrence  A.  Bianchi  (76  Chestnut  Street),  a  nominee  of  the  Greater  
Boston  Real  Estate  Board;399  Thomas  J.  Hynes,  Jr.  (18  Charles  River  Sq.),  a  
nominee  of  the  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce;400  and  Harry  Olins  (236  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Shelpley,  Bulfinch.  http://www.shepleybulfinch.com/principals/Rothman/35/.  Accessed  July  6,  
2014.    Henry  A.  Wood  was  born  in  Waltham  and  educated  at  Harvard  University.  After  working  
for  other  firms,  “he  began  work  with  Kallmann  and  McKinnell  as  the  Project  Manager  of  Boston  
City  Hall.  In  1970  he  was  made  a  Partner  and  Principal  in  the  firm.”  
http://www.historicnewengland.org/collections-­‐‑archives-­‐‑exhibitions/collections-­‐‑access/collection-­‐‑
object/capobject?gusn=GUSN-­‐‑181069&searchterm=None.  Accessed  July  6,  2014.    Henry  Wood  
also  lived  in  the  South  End.  
396  Morgan  D.  Wheelock’s  address  on  Commonwealth  Avenue  is  located  in  the  Back  Bay  between  
Dartmouth  and  Exeter  Streets.  
397  Libby  Blank’s  address  on  Huntington  Avenue  is  in  the  Longwood/Medical  area  of  Boston.  
398  Pauline  Chase-­‐‑Harrell  was  born  in  Newburyport  and  educated  at  Tufts  University,  from  
which  she  earned  a  Ph.D.    “Polly  was  an  Historic  Preservationist  affiliated  with  Boston  Landmark  
Commission,  the  Boston  Athenaeum,  Victorian  Society  of  America,  Preservation  Boston  and  
multiple  historical  societies.”  “Pauline  Chase-­‐‑Harrell,  69,”  Newburyport  News,  Nov.  20,  2009.  
http://www.newburyportnews.com/obituaries/x1700416500/Pauline-­‐‑Chase-­‐‑Harrell-­‐‑69/print.  
Accessed  July  6,  2014.    She  lived  in  an  1859  house  in  the  South  End  with  her  husband,  an  architect  
with  the  BRA.    She  also  “developed  the  method  for  and  co-­‐‑ordinated  an  architectural  survey  of  
the  South  End  in  1972-­‐‑73  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.”  Virginia  Bohlin,  “Living:  
Victorian  hideaway  in  the  South  End,”  Boston  Globe,  June  11,  1976,  31.    She  was  the  author  and  co-­‐‑
author  of  numerous  books  and  book  reviews.  
399  Lawrence  A.  Bianchi  was  educated  at  Tufts  University.    As  a  developer,  he  helped  assemble  
the  parcels  to  create  99  High  St.  and  One  Financial  Center  (Dewey  Square)  in  Boston.  
http://www.zoominfo.com/p/Lawrence-­‐‑Bianchi/142660204.  Accessed  July  6,  2014.    His  address  on  
Chestnut  St.  indicates  that  he  lived  on  the  Flat  of  Beacon  Hill.  
400  Thomas  J.  Hynes,  Jr.,  “grew  up  in  West  Roxbury”  and  was  educated  at  the  Boston  College  
High  School  and  at  Boston  College.    As  a  young  man  he  worked  “demolishing  ramshackle  
buildings  in  the  West  End.”    He  joined  the  real  estate  firm  of  Merideth  &  Grew  in  1965,  where  he  
stayed  for  decades  and  became  CEO.    He  is  a  nephew  of  Mayor  John  B.  Hynes.    Greg  O’Brien,  
“Boston  Real  Estate  is  Tom  Hynes'ʹs  Game,  But  This  Marathon  Man  Doesn'ʹt  Stop  There,”  Boston  
	  	  
210 
Beacon  St.)401  and  Luix  Overbea  (44  Violet  St.),402  at-­‐‑large  nominees  of  Mayor  
White.  403      The  next  month,  the  members  of  the  BLC  were  sworn  into  office.    As  
reported  in  the  Globe,  “Deputy  Mayor  Katherine  D.  Kane  told  the  group  that  the  
commission  ‘reflects  a  new  commitment  on  the  part  of  the  City  of  Boston  to  
historical  preservation  and  to  two  of  its  growing  areas  –  neighborhood  
preservation  and  the  re-­‐‑use  of  older  buildings.’’  404  
     
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Irish  Reporter,  March  1,  2010.  http://www.bostonirish.com/commentary/boston-­‐‑real-­‐‑estate-­‐‑tom-­‐‑
hyness-­‐‑game-­‐‑marathon-­‐‑man-­‐‑doesnt-­‐‑stop-­‐‑there.  Accessed  July  6,  2014.    Hynes’s  address  in  
Charles  River  Square  is  on  the  Flat  of  Beacon  Hill.  
401  Harry  Olins  was  educated  at  Harvard  and  was  a  successful  lawyer.    He  supported  numerous  
Jewish  charities.    “Harry  Olins,  75,  prominent  attorney,”  Boston  Globe,  April  25,  1980,  22.    His  
address  on  Beacon  Street  is  located  in  the  Back  Bay  at  the  corner  of  Dartmouth  Street.  
402  Luix  Overbea  was  born  in  Chicago  and  educated  at  Northwestern  University.    He  was  one  of  
the  founders  of  the  National  Association  of  Black  Journalists.    Coming  “to  Boston  in  the  early  
1970s,”  he  soon  found  work  “at  the  [Christian  Science]  Monitor  just  before  court-­‐‑ordered  
desegregation  made  race  relations  a  front-­‐‑page  story.”    He  ultimately  “spent  21  years  at  the  .  .  .  
Monitor  as  a  reporter,  TV  host,  and  executive.”    A  resident  of  “Mattapan  for  nearly  40  
years,“  “[h]e  also  was  a  member  of  Christian  Science  Church  and  was  for  a  time  first  reader  at  his  
parish.”    Bryan  Marquand,  “Luix  Overbea,  groundbreaking  reporter  inspired  young  journalists,”  
Boston  Globe,  July  15,  2010,  B  14.      
403  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  June  7,  1976,  481;  Ibid,  June  14,  1976,  511.  The  alternate  
members  of  the  Landmarks  Commission  were  BSA  –  Joan  Goody;  BSA  –  Roger  P.  Lang,  44  
Chestnut  St.;  BSLA  –  Susan  B.  Davis,  9    Gloucester  St.;  AIP  –  Carl  Zellner,  7  Elm  St.,  SPNEA  –  
Margaret  P.  Smith;  Greater  Boston  Real  Estate  Board  –  James  Rivers  Adams,  1  Thompson  St.;  
Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  –  Virginia  Aldrich,  65  East  India  Row;  At  Large,  John  F.  
Cooke,  287  East  Broadway;  and  At  Large,  Romas  Brickus,  60  Ocean  St.  





Now  citizens  could  petition  the  new  Landmarks  Commission  to  ask  them  
to  designate  historic  properties.    With  the  new  board  seated,  this  process  began.    
In  1977,  the  BLC  received  its  first  petition  for  an  historic  district  –  as  opposed  to  
an  individual  property  –  from  a  group  of  residents  in  the  Ashmont  Hill  section  of  
Dorchester  (figure  3.1).405    Landmarks  Commission  staff  had  been  cultivating  a  
relationship  with  people  in  the  area  for  some  time.    An  early  head  of  the  BRA’s  
preservation  office,  Robert  Rettig,  visited  Ashmont  Hill  during  the  early  1970s,  
speaking  before  the  recently  organized  Ashmont  Hill  Association  and  saying  that  
the  neighborhood  “deserves  careful  architectural  study  and  may  well  merit  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
405  The  commission  received  eight  requests  to  designate  individual  landmarks  before  the  petition  
to  designate  Ashmont  Hill  arrived.    The  first  petition  concerned  St.  Mary’s  Church  and  Rectory  in  
the  North  End,  a  property  built  in  1877  and  closed  in  1976.    Despite  the  pleas  of  the  City  
Conservation  League  and  “voluminous  documentation,”  the  commission  declined  to  designate  
the  property  on  a  vote  of  8  to  1,  unconvinced  that  it  possessed  sufficient  architectural  merit.  
Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Landmarks  Commission  says  ‘no’  –  and  why?  –  to  St.  Mary’s,”  Boston  Globe,  
Feb.  6,  1977,  C-­‐‑2.    Six  other  requests  for  individual  landmark  designation  were  more  successful.    
In  May  1977,  the  commission  voted  to  designate  Boston  Common,  Boston  Public  Garden,  the  
Donald  McKay  House  in  East  Boston,  the  First  Cadet  Corps  Armory  at  the  corner  of  Arlington  St.  
and  Columbus  Ave.,  and  the  Adams-­‐‑Nervine  Asylum  in  Jamaica  Plain.  Designation  of  the  
International  Trust  Company  Building  at  45  Milk  Street  followed  in  April  1978.    The  eighth  
petition  concerned  the  Roswell  Gleason  House  in  Dorchester,  which  was  demolished  in  October  
1982.    Some  of  its  interior  woodwork  is  now  installed  in  the  Art  of  the  America’s  wing  of  the  
Museum  of  Fine  Arts,  Boston.    Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  “STATUS  OF  PETITIONS  TO  
THE  BOSTON  LANDMARKS  COMMISSION  FOR  DESIGNATION  AS  LANDMARKS  AND  
DISTRICTS  As  of  December  2011”  (spreadsheet);  “Building  Boston’s  past,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  29,  
1977,  18.      
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designation  as  an  architectural  conservation  district.”406    Later,  the  neighborhood  
group  had  been  one  of  those  organizations  identified  by  Marcia  Myers’s  staff  as  
an  ally  in  the  effort  to  pass  the  act  to  create  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.    
So  it  is,  perhaps,  not  surprising  that  Ashmont  Hill  should  appear  early  in  the  
BLC’s  designation  efforts.      
The  neighborhood  had  its  origins  in  the  1870s,  when  a  young  man,  George  
D.  Welles,  inherited  from  his  grandfather  a  large  swath  of  land  on  one  of  the  
highest  points  south  of  Boston.    Welles  subdivided  the  parcel  and  began  selling  
lots  in  1874,  developing  the  area  as  a  streetcar  suburb  for  upper  middle  class  
residents  who  could  commute  downtown  by  rail.407    Builders  constructed  an  
impressive  collection  of  large  Queen  Anne  and  Shingle  Style  houses.408    While  the  
neighborhood,  like  much  of  Boston,  declined  from  the  1930s  through  the  1960s,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
406  Dorchester  Argus-­‐‑Citizen,  “Ashmont  Hill  plans  house  tour,”  Jan.  27,  1972,  16.  Robert  B.  Rettig  
graduated  from  Harvard  College  in  1961  and  “was  involved  with  historic  district  matters  in  
Massachusetts  during  the  years  1964-­‐‑74-­‐‑-­‐‑at  the  Cambridge  Historical  Commission  (1964-­‐‑71),  at  
the  advisory  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (1971-­‐‑72),  and  as  the  first  Executive  Director  of  the  
Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  (1972-­‐‑74).    After  that  [he]  went  to  work  for  the  National  
Register  of  Historic  Places  in  Washington  (1974-­‐‑78)  and  on  to  other  pursuits.”  E-­‐‑mail  message  
from  Robert  B.  Rettig  to  George  Walter  Born,  Jan.  15,  2014.    While  at  the  Cambridge  Historical  
Commission,  he  wrote  a  Guide  to  Cambridge  Architecture:  Ten  Walking  Tours  (Cambridge:  MIT  
Press,  1969).  E-­‐‑mail  message  from  Robert  B.  Rettig  to  George  Walter  Born,  Aug.  12,  2014.  
407  “Ashmont  Hill  to  display  Victoriana,”  Boston  Globe,  Sept.  9,  1973,  A  14.    Sam  Bass  Warner,  Jr.,  
selected  Dorchester  as  one  of  three  “streetcar  suburbs”  as  case  studies  in  Streetcar  Suburbs:  The  
Process  of  Growth  in  Boston  (1870-­‐‑1900).  See  especially  69-­‐‑86.  
408  Robert  B.  Rettig,  “Background  and  Significance  of  Ashmont  Hill,  Dorchester”  (two-­‐‑page  
typescript).  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives.    Box  9,  “BLC  
&  Other  Research,  Dorchester,”  folder,  “Dorchester:  Ashmont  Hill.”  
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as  residents  moved  to  the  suburbs,  Ashmont  Hill  saw  renewed  interest  and  
activity  by  the  1970s,  when  a  new  generation  of  urban  homesteaders  began  
moving  into  the  area.    Attracted  by  its  proximity  to  downtown  and  its  stock  of  
big  and  interesting  houses  at  reasonable  prices,  this  cohort  initiated  a  wave  of  
residential  rehabbing.    In  1972,  neighborhood  residents  Romas  Brickus,  Norman  
Janis,  and  other  cooperating  homeowners  launched  a  series  of  historic  house  
tours,  which  drew  hundreds  of  participants.409    Robert  Rettig  wrote  a  short  
architectural  history  of  the  neighborhood,410  and  the  Ashmont  Hill  Association  
formed  nine  subcommittees  to  handle  the  various  volunteer  opportunities  that  
needed  to  be  filled.411    The  owners  of  a  dozen  historic  houses,  mostly  on  Ocean  
Street,  had  their  properties  featured  (figure  3.2).    Residents  created  a  slide  show  
about  the  history  and  architecture  of  the  neighborhood,  which  they  showed  on  
the  days  of  the  tours  at  the  nearby  shingle-­‐‑style  Dorchester  Temple  Baptist  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
409  Peter  C.  Hotton,  “HOME/GARDEN:  Take  a  tour  May  20-­‐‑21  On  Ashmont  Hill,  they’re  proud  of  
their  big,  old  houses,”  Boston  Globe,  May  7,  1972,  B  29;  “Ashmont  Hill  to  display  Victoriana,”  
Boston  Globe,  Sept.  9,  1973,  A  14;  Romas  Brickus  was  one  of  the  first  alternate  members  of  the  
Boston  Landmarks  Commission.    He  and  his  wife  Rima  bought  a  “large,  victorian”  [sic]  house  on  
Ashmont  Hill  in  1970.    Benjamin  Taylor,  “Boston  growing  once  again  Flight  to  suburbs  slowing,”  
Boston  Globe,  Sept.  27,  1974,  1.      
410  Robert  B.  Rettig,  “Background  and  Significance  of  Ashmont  Hill,  Dorchester”  (two-­‐‑page  
typescript).  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives.    Box  9,  “BLC  
&  Other  Research,  Dorchester,”  folder,  “Dorchester:  Ashmont  Hill.”  
411  Ashmont  Hill  Association,  mimeographed  Bulletin  #1,  April  6,  1972.    Papers  of  the  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives.    Box  9,  “BLC  &  Other  Research,  Dorchester,”  
folder,  “Dorchester:  Ashmont  Hill.”  
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Church.    Members  of  a  refreshments  committee  made  sure  that  visitors  did  not  
go  hungry.412  
Neighborhood  residents  also  signed  the  petition  to  have  the  neighborhood  
designated  a  local  historic  district,  a  proposal  that  seemed  to  have  strong  
support.    In  June  1977,  the  City  Council  considered  a  request  by  the  Mayor  to  
create  a  study  committee,  a  requirement  under  the  new  law,  to  investigate  the  
merits  of  creating  an  historic  district  on  Ashmont  Hill.    Community  members  
named  to  this  new  committee  were  Norman  Janis  (86  Ocean  Street),  Charles  F.  
Murphy  (497  Talbot  Avenue),  Raymond  Ivaska  (61  Alban  Street),  the  Rev.  Andre  
C.  Mean  (41  Mellen  Street),  Charles  A.  O’Hara,  (32  Ocean  Street),  and  Mrs.  
Stanley  Capernaros  (35  Alban  Street).413    Two  months  later,  the  City  Council  
ratified  these  nominees.      
The  study  committee  lost  no  time  in  beginning  their  work,  quickly  
forming  three  subcommittees.    The  architecture  subcommittee  included  Martha  
Rothman,  (coordinator),  John  Cooke,  Andrew  Mead,  Charles  O’Hara,  Roman  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
412  Ashmont  Hill  Association,  “A  Garden  Suburb,  ca.  1890:  A  Tour  of  Ashmont  Hill,”  May  20  and  
21,  1972,  and  Sept.  22  and  23,  1973    (a  stapled  packet  with  five  pages  of  text  and  a  one-­‐‑page  map).    
Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives.    Box  9,  “BLC  &  Other  
Research,  Dorchester,”  folder,  “Dorchester:  Ashmont  Hill.”  
413  Named  as  alternates  were  Joseph  Gildea  (11  Montague  Street),  Frances  Kayser  (29  Walton  
Street),  John  F.  McCready  (66  Welles  Avenue),  and  Richard  Harrison  (26  Walton  Street).    Minutes  
of  the  Boston  City  Council,  June  27,  1977,  534.    All  members  of  the  study  committee,  both  regular  
members  and  alternates,  show  Ashmont  Hill  addresses.  
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Brickus,  (photographer),  Judy  McDonough  (staff),  and  John  Harrell  (staff).    It  
was  tasked  with  “[c]ompleting  [an  a]rchitectural  inventory  with  assistance  of  
B.L.C.  staff”  and  with  “[d]raft[ing]  standards  and  criteria,  i.e.,  design  controls.”    
The  History  and  Planning  group,  comprised  of  Vicky  Kayser  (coordinator),  Joe  
Gildea,  Rich  Harrison,  Raymond  Ivaska,  Charles  F.  Murphy,  and  Judy  
McDonough  (staff),  had  four  items  on  its  to-­‐‑do  list:  1.  “Draft  report  on  historic,  
architectural  and  cultural  significance  of  the  area,”  2.  “Review  zoning  and  
district  plans,”  3.  “Research  types  of  ownership  and  range  of  assessed  values  in  
area,  prepare  mailing  list  of  all  property  owners,”  and  4.  “Determine  recent  real  
estate  values  including  number  of  transactions  and  range  of  value.”    Finally,  the  
Community  Liaison  cohort,  consisting  of  Norman  Janis  (coordinator)  and  Mrs.  
Capernaros,  took  on  another  four  jobs:  1.  “Interview  long-­‐‑time  residents  of  the  
area,”  2.  “Speak  at  meetings  and  with  individual  residents  and  owners  regarding  
procedures  and  proposal  for  designation,  3.  “Refer  concerns  of  community  
regarding  architectural  controls  to  Architecture  Committee,  and  4.  “Build  
support  for  eventual  proposal.”414  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
414  Memo,  from  Libby  Blank  and  Norman  Janis,  co-­‐‑chairpersons,  to  Ashmont  Hill  Study  
Committee,  June  13,  1977.    Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  Archives.    
Box  9,  “BLC  &  Other  Research,  Dorchester,”  folder,  “Dorchester:  Ashmont  Hill.”  
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Yet  over  the  course  of  two  years,  it  is  apparent  that  the  idea  of  creating  an  
historic  district  on  Ashmont  Hill  was  encountering  some  difficulty:  Ian  Menzies  
said  that  “most  residents”  supported  the  designation,  with  only  “one  or  two”  
objectors.415    But  Dorchester  resident  Robert  J.  Culhane  called  this  assessment  a  
“‘whopper’  of  misinformation.”    He  noted  that  61  neighborhood  property  
owners  signed  a  counter-­‐‑petition  requesting  to  be  excluded  from  any  
designation.    He  voiced  opposition  to  a  “bureaucracy  taking  over  our  lovely  
neighborhood,”  adding  that  homeowners  “have  kept  this  area  beautiful  without  
the  interference  of  a  commission  that  is  purely  political  and  self-­‐‑seeking.”    
Culhane  concluded  by  saying  that  the  landmarks  law  should  be  amended  to  
limit  the  commission’s  jurisdiction  to  individual  landmarks  that  are  threatened  
with  demolition,  so  as  to  “not  allow  the  takeover  of  a  neighborhood  of  owner-­‐‑
occupied  homes  that  have  been  maintained  and  kept  beautiful  by  their  owners  
for  many  years.”416    This  organized,  vocal,  and  significant  counter-­‐‑movement  
successfully  derailed  the  designation  effort.    As  a  result,  the  measure  to  create  an  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
415  Ian  Menzies,  “Guardians  of  beauty:  That’s  the  job.    But  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  has  
been  called  ‘too  timid,’”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  19,  1979,  11.  
416  Robert  J.  Cuhane,  “This  commission  considered  self-­‐‑seeking,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  25,  1979,  10.  
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historic  district  on  Ashmont  Hill  is  still  listed  in  city  records  as  “pending.”417    In  
retrospect,  the  controversy  over  historic  districting  there  proved  extremely  
divisive  in  the  neighborhood,  opening  up  fissures  that  according  to  one  resident  
fell  into  three  different  camps:  newcomers,  who  supported  designation;  long-­‐‑
term  residents  who  could  go  along  with  it;  and  long-­‐‑term  residents  who  were  
vigorously  opposed.418    The  last  group,  with  superior  numbers,  ultimately  
prevailed.419  
  
West  Back  Bay/Bay  State  Road  
  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
417  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  “STATUS  OF  PETITIONS  TO  THE  BOSTON  LANDMARKS  
COMMISSION  FOR  DESIGNATION  AS  LANDMARKS  AND  DISTRICTS  As  of  December  2011”  
(spreadsheet).  
418  Vicki  Rugo,  in  telephone  conversation  with  George  W.  Born,  Jan.  31,  2013.  
419  During  the  late  1990s,  a  neighborhood  resident,  Jeffrey  Gonyeau,  working  through  the  
Ashmont  Hill  Association,  attempted  to  interest  his  neighbors  in  having  Ashmont  Hill  listed  on  
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  a  designation  which  would  not  have  imposed  regulatory  
controls  on  property  owners  not  employing  federal  funds  or  requiring  a  federal  license  or  permit.    
Gonyeau  served  on  a  neighborhood  improvement  committee,  writing  language  in  its  report  
recommending  pursuing  this  designation.    He  also  corresponded  with  Ellen  Lipsey,  Executive  
Director  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.    In  October  of  2000,  a  group  from  the  Ashmont  
Hill  Association  drew  up  seven  detailed  questions  concerning  the  proposal,  making  explicit  
reference  to  the  earlier,  contentious  efforts  to  have  Ashmont  Hill  designated  a  local  historic  
district.    Landmarks  Commission  staff  responded  to  those  questions  in  a  three-­‐‑page  packet.    At  
the  same  time,  BLC  architectural  historian  Jennifer  Goold  spoke  at  an  exploratory  meeting  at  
Ashmont  Hill  concerning  listing  on  the  National  Register.    The  area  remains  undesignated,  at  
either  a  local  or  a  national  level.    Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  City  of  Boston  
Archives,  Box  28,  “BLC  NR,”  folder:  “Ashmont  Hill  –  NR.”  
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Soon,  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  received  another  petition  to  
create  an  historic  district,  and  this  was  more  successful.    The  area  under  
consideration  was  the  West  Back  Bay,  or  Bay  State  Road,  near  Boston  University.    
This  neighborhood  first  developed  during  the  final  years  of  the  nineteenth  
century  and  in  the  opening  years  of  the  twentieth,  when  the  great  Back  Bay  
filling  operation  was  coming  to  a  close.    This  area,  lying  west  of  Charlesgate  West  
and  north  of  Commonwealth  Avenue,  was  filled  during  the  1880s  and  1890s.420    
Builders  soon  erected  handsome  row  houses  on  the  new  Bay  State  Road,  many  
based  on  earlier  examples  on  Beacon  Hill  (figure  3.3).421    Nearby,  Kenmore  
Square  and  Commonwealth  Avenue  developed  with  businesses,  such  as  
automobile  dealerships,  that  serviced  commuters  traveling  to  and  from  western  
suburbs  during  the  1920s.    Two  decades  later,  Boston  University  moved  from  its  
downtown  location  to  its  new  Charles  River  campus.422    At  the  same  time,  
Storrow  Drive  encroached  onto  the  Embankment  along  the  river.423    By  the  1960s,  
the  area  was  beginning  to  receive  some  positive  interest  from  historians  and  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
420  Whitehill  and  Kennedy,  Boston:  A  Topographical  History,  182-­‐‑183;  Nancy  Lurie  Salzman,  
Buildings  &  Builders:  An  Architectural  History  of  Boston  University  (Boston:  Boston  University,  1985),  
76;  and  Seasholes,  Gaining  Ground,  230-­‐‑232.  
421  On  the  historic  architectural  character  of  Bay  State  Road,  see  Bunting,  Houses  of  Boston’s  Back  
Bay,  307-­‐‑309,  328-­‐‑331,  336-­‐‑338,  345-­‐‑351,  and  Salzman,  Buildings  &  Builders,  115-­‐‑166.  
422  For  a  discussion  of  all  periods  of  building  in  this  area,  including  the  automobile  dealerships,  
see  Salzman,  Buildings  &  Builders,  115-­‐‑166.  
423  Newman  and  Houlton,  Boston’s  Back  Bay,  154.  
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architectural  historians.424    Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  perhaps  not  
surprising  that  residents  on  Bay  State  Road  should  explore  historic-­‐‑district  
designation  to  help  stabilize  their  neighborhood,  surrounded  by  commerce,  a  
large  university,  and  a  dominant  automobile  infrastructure.      
On  August  25,  1977,  a  lifelong  resident  of  Bay  State  Road,  Victor  Themo,  
who  was  also  president  of  the  Bay  State  Road  Civic  Association,  initiated  the  
petition  to  create  an  historic  district  in  the  area.    By  September  6,  he  had  found  
nine  others  to  sign,  thus  meeting  the  requirement  for  ten  signatures.425    The  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
424  In  1964,  the  Boston  Historic  Conservation  Committee,  under  the  leadership  of  Walter  Muir  
Whitehill,  issued  a  report  identifying  half  a  dozen  properties  (2  Raleigh  St.  and  53,  105-­‐‑107,  121-­‐‑
125,  149,  155,  and  225  Bay  State  Rd.)  as  “Valuable  to  the  Area.”    Boston  Historical  Conservation  
Committee,  Walter  Muir  Whitehill,  Chairman,  Boston  Historic  Conservation  Committee  Newsletter,  
“Back  Bay  Preliminary  Report”  (Bay  State  Road  portion),  Dec.  14,  1964,  107-­‐‑111.    Additionally,  
Bunting’s  Houses  of  Boston’s  Back  Bay,  published  in  1967,  included  substantial  information  on  Bay  
State  Road/Back  Bay  West.  Bunting,  Houses  of  Boston’s  Back  Bay,  225-­‐‑227,  307-­‐‑309,  336-­‐‑337,  256,  
275,  283,  319,  328-­‐‑331,  345-­‐‑349,  351.    Bunting  based  this  work  on  his  Ph.D.  dissertation,  awarded  
at  Harvard  in  1952.    He  had  begun  field  work  for  the  project  by  1940.    Margo  Miller,  “The  ‘spy’  
who  saved  Back  Bay,”  Boston  Globe,  May  3,  1978,  51.  
425  The  signers  were  Victor  N.  Themo,  72  Bay  State  Rd.;  Paul  Allan,  94  Bay  State  Rd.;  Peter  Corey,  
77  Bay  State  Rd.;  Aphrodite  Themo,  72  Bay  State  Rd.;  Mildred  D.  Gill,  11  Bay  State  Rd.;  Robert  T.  
William,  60  Bay  State  Rd.;  David  O.  Bernner,  56  Carrol  St.;  Joseph  Frissora,  26  Sheafe  St.;  James  N.  
Johnson,  10  Coleus  St.;  and  Irving  Cherande,  37  Bay  State  Rd.    Additionally,  two  names  were  
typewritten  but  not  signed:  Rep.  Barney  Frank,  18  Commonwealth  Ave.  and  “Fay,”  248  Marlboro  
St.    Petition,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Box  29  
(“BLC,  Study  report  files”),  3-­‐‑ring  binder.    Victor  Themo’s  father  owned  a  liquor  store  nearby,  
and  the  son  worked  there  as  a  young  man.    “Hood  Gets  $100  at  Back  Bay  Liquor  Mart,”  Boston  
Globe,  Oct.  8,  1959,  19.    In  1974,  Themo  ran  unsuccessfully  in  the  Democratic  primary  against  
Elaine  Noble  for  the  Massachusetts  House  of  Representatives,  in  a  bid  to  represent  a  newly  
created  Fenway  district.    At  the  time,  he  claimed  to  be  the  only  candidate  “born  and  raised”  in  
the  area.    Michael  Kenney,  “The  candidacy  of  a  feminist,”  Boston  Globe,  Sept.  3,  1974,  25.    The  
following  year,  Themo,  by  now  described  as  an  attorney,  ran  unsuccessfully  for  Boston  City  
Council.    “Boston  Election  .  .  .  City  Council,”  Boston  Globe,  Sept.  17,  1975,  31.  
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Landmarks  Commission,  at  a  meeting  the  following  week,  acknowledged  receipt  
of  the  petition  and  scheduled  a  preliminary  public  hearing  later  in  the  month.426    
When  that  day  came,  four  speakers  advocated  the  measure:  Victor  Themo,  
principal  spokesman  for  the  neighborhood,  said  that  over  half  of  residents  in  the  
area  supported  some  sort  of  controls.    Norman  Adams,  a  planner  who  had  
worked  on  a  study  of  nearby  Kenmore  Square,  stated  that  Boston  University,  a  
significant  property  owner,  also  was  in  favor.    Madeline  Kasdon,  representing  
the  Kenmore  Square  Civic  Association,  suggested  that  any  proposed  district  
extend  to  Charlesgate  West.    And  Ralph  Rogers,  from  the  Fenway  Little  City  
Hall,  supported  the  district  idea.427      
At  the  Landmarks  Commission  meeting  at  the  end  of  October,  the  board  
formally  accepted  the  petition  and  authorized  moving  forward  by  forming  a  
study  committee.428    The  following  month  Victor  Themo  sent  Landmarks  
Commission  staff  member  Marcia  Myers  a  list  of  names  for  consideration  as  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
426  Minutes,  Sept.  13,  1977,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  report  files”),  folder:  Case  File  #27  Bay  State  Road.  
427  Minutes,  Sept.  27,  1977,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  report  files”),  folder:  Case  File  #27  Bay  State  Road.    Madeline  “Kasdon  was  
born  in  Boston  and  graduated  from  Beaver  Country  Day  School  in  Brookline.  .  .  In  1969  she  
graduated  from  Brandeis  University  with  a  degree  in  political  science  and  moved  back  home  to  
Kenmore  Square[.]”    She  became  a  realtor  and  bought  a  building  at  the  corner  of  Bay  State  Road  
and  Charlesgate  West.    Martha  Bartle,  “Madeline  A.  Kasdon,  56,  Kenmore  resident,  activist,”  
Boston  Globe,  Jan.  4,  2004,  A  22.  
428  Minutes,  Oct.  28,  1977,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  report  files”),  folder:  Case  File  #27  Bay  State  Road.  
	  	  
221 
members  of  the  study  committee.429    Myers  then  forwarded  this  list  to  the  Jim  
Shelvin,  manager  of  the  Fenway  Little  City  Hall,  asking  him  to  review  the  list  
and  provide  her  with  any  suggestions  he  might  offer.430    By  mid-­‐‑January  1979,  
the  Landmarks  Commission  finalized  the  list  of  nominees  and  forwarded  it  to  
Mayor  White.    A  few  days  later,  the  question  was  on  the  agenda  of  the  City  
Council.    The  committee  would  be  composed  of  members  and  alternates  from  
both  the  neighborhood  and  the  Landmarks  Commission.    Two  of  the  proposed  
regular  members  from  the  neighborhood  signed  the  petition  for  designation,  
Victor  N.  Themo  and  Mildred  T.  Gill,  while  Madeline  Kasdon  of  127  Bay  State  
Road  spoke  at  the  public  hearing  of  the  Landmarks  Commission.    One  of  the  
proposed  local  alternates,  B.U.’s  vice  president  of  alumni  and  community  
relations,  Dan  Finn,  would  represent  the  University.    Perhaps  the  most  notable  
proposed  study  committee  member  to  represent  the  Landmarks  Commission  
was  Margaret  S.  (“Peggy”)  Smith,  of  116  West  Newton  Street,  who  directed  the  
Preservation  Studies  program  at  Boston  University.    The  Council  referred  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
429  Letter,  Nov.  10,  1977,  from  Victor  N.  Themo  to  Marcia  Myers,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  
of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  report  files”),  3-­‐‑ring  binder.  
430  Memo,  Dec.  8,  1977,  from  Marcia  Myers,  BLC,  to  Jim  Shevlin,  Manager/Fenway  Little  City  Hall,  
re  Study  Committee  –  Bay  State  Road,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission,  Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  report  files”),  3-­‐‑ring  binder.  
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question  to  the  Committee  on  Housing  and  Neighborhood  Development.431    In  
May,  the  Council  appointed  the  nominees  as  proposed.432        
The  next  month,  the  study  committee  began  its  work,  holding  its  first  
meeting  in  the  home  of  Madeline  Kasdon.433    Subsequent  meetings  included  a  
walking  tour  of  the  neighborhood,434  a  slide  lecture  by  Peggy  Smith,  and  
discussion  of  the  proposed  boundaries  of  the  district.  435      The  committee  also  
drafted  guidelines  to  govern  review  of  proposed  changes,  should  the  district  be  
designated.    In  addition  to  meeting  at  Madeline  Kasdon’s  home,  the  committee  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
431  Smith  was  the  first  director  of  the  graduate  Preservation  Studies  program  at  Boston  University,  
serving  from  1974  to  1979.    Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Jan.  18,  1978,  25.  The  three  other  
regular  members  of  the  study  committee  representing  the  neighborhood  were:  Janet  Brown  (77  
Bay  State  Road),  Dr.  Demetre  Decaneas  (187  Bay  State  Road),  and  Frank  Waterman  (459  
Commonwealth  Ave.).    The  other  alternates  representing  the  neighborhood  were  S.  L.  Greenberg,  
M.D.  (174  Bay  State  Road),  Robert  E.  Moss,  M.D.  (205  Bay  State  Road),  Dr.  John  Boreske  (189  Bay  
State  Road),  and  Dorothea  Ryan  (124  Bay  State  Road).    Other  representatives  of  the  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission  would  be  Roger  P.  Lang  (44  Chestnut  Street),  Thomas  D.  Hynes,  Jr.  (18  
Charles  River  Square),  Virginia  Aldrich  (65  East  India  Row),  and  Carl  Zellner  (7  Elm  Street).    On  
Dan  Finn,  see  Bob  Monahan,  “Simpson  taking  over  BU  sports,”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  23,  177,  28.  
432  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  May  24,  1978,  440.  
433  Memo,  June  15,  1978,  from  Marcia  Myers  to  Bay  State  Road  Study  Committee,  City  of  Boston  
Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  report  files”),  3-­‐‑
ring  binder.  
434  Memo,  June  29,  1978,  from  Marcia  Myers  to  Bay  State  Road  Study  Committee,  City  of  Boston  
Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  report  files”),  3-­‐‑
ring  binder.  
435  Memo,  Aug.  31,  1978,  from  Marcia  Myers  to  Bay  State  Road  Study  Committee,  City  of  Boston  




also  gathered  from  time  to  time  at  the  B.U.  Alumni  and  Public  Relations  Office  
Building  at  116  Bay  State  Road.436  
By  the  spring  of  1979,  the  committee  was  ready  to  reach  out  to  the  public  
to  present  the  results  of  its  work.    They  planned  a  neighborhood  meeting  to  
discuss  historic  designation  generally,  the  findings  of  the  study  committee  in  
particular,  and  the  possible  impact  of  designation  on  property  owners.    They  
expected  around  fifty  attendees.    While  they  particularly  wanted  to  target  
property  owners,  tenants  were  also  welcome.437    The  meeting  took  place  at  the  
Howard  Johnson’s  Motor  Lodge  at  575  Commonwealth  Avenue  at  7:30  pm  on  
May  24,  1979.438    In  the  following  months,  in  order  to  reach  those  who  had  not  
attended  the  meeting,  the  study  committee  divided  up  a  list  of  property  owners  
in  the  area,  so  that  each  committee  member  could  provide  them  with  a  summary  
of  the  proposal,  a  map  of  the  affected  area  (figure  3.4),  a  brochure  about  the  
Landmarks  Commission,  and  a  slip  of  paper  for  the  owner  to  sign  to  indicate  that  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
436  Inter-­‐‑office  communication,  Oct.  27,  from  Marcia  Myers  to  Bay  State  Road  Study  Committee,  
City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  
report  files”),  3-­‐‑ring  binder.  
437  Program,  Public  Information  Meeting,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  report  files”),  3-­‐‑ring  binder.  
438  Letter  from  Madeline  Kasdon,  Chairwoman,  Bay  State  Road  Study  Committee,  to  property  
owners,  May  11,  1979,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  report  files”),  3-­‐‑ring  binder.  
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he  or  she  had  been  informed  of  the  matter.439    By  September,  the  committee  was  
reviewing  its  draft  report  with  the  aim  of  finalizing  it  for  an  upcoming  hearing  at  
the  Landmarks  Commission.440    That  hearing  took  place  in  November  at  Shelton  
Roof,  a  B.U.  property  at  91  Bay  State  Road.441    The  Landmarks  Commission  also  
received  encouraging  letters  from  the  director  of  the  Massachusetts  Historical  
Commission,  from  John  W.  Sears  (sponsor  of  the  legislation  that  created  the  Back  
Bay  historic  district),  and  from  a  representative  of  the  Kenmore  Association,  a  
business  group.442    At  a  follow-­‐‑up  meeting  at  the  end  of  the  month,  the  
Landmarks  Commission  voted  unanimously  to  designate  Bay  State  Road/  West  
Back  Bay  as  an  historic  district.443    In  a  letter  to  Mayor  White,  Landmarks  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
439  Inter-­‐‑office  communications,  June  21,  July  12,  and  July  27,  1979,  from  Marcia  Myers  to  Bay  
State  Road  Study  Committee,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission,  Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  report  files”),  3-­‐‑ring  binder.  
440  Inter-­‐‑office  communication,  Aug.  30,  1979,  from  Marcia  Myers  to  Bay  State  Road  Study  
Committee,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Box  29  (“BLC,  
Study  report  files”),  3-­‐‑ring  binder.  
441  Notice  of  public  hearing,  Nov.  8,  1979,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  report  files”),  3-­‐‑ring  binder.  
442  Letter,  Nov.  6,  1979,  from  Patricia  L.  Weslowski,  Executive  Director,  Massachusetts  Historical  
Commission,  to  Marcia  Myers;  letter,  Nov.  13,  1979,  from  John  W.  Sears  to  Pauline  Chase  Harrell;  
letter,  Nov.  15,  from  Patricia  L.  Weslowski,  Executive  Director,  Massachusetts  Historical  
Commission,  to  Marcia  Myers;  and  letter,  Nov.  20,  1979,  from  Paul  W.  D’Addario,  Executive  
Director,  Kenmore  Association,  to  Jonathan  H.  Malone,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  
Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  report  files”),  folder:  Case  File  #27  Bay  
State  Road.    During  the  1950s,  the  Kenmore  Association,  noted  as  an  organization  “composed  of  
all  business  firms  in  the  Kenmore  sq.  area,”  hosted  as  a  dinner  speaker  West  End  redeveloper  
Jerome  Rappaport.  “Kenmore  Association  Meets  Tomorrow,”  Boston  Globe,  Oct.  25,  1953,  C  17.  
443  Libby  Blank  made  the  motion  to  designate;  Virginia  Aldrich  seconded  the  motion.    BLC  
minutes,  Nov.  27,  1979,  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  report  files”),  folder:  Case  File  #27  Bay  State  Road.  
	  	  
225 
Commission  Chair  Pauline  Chase-­‐‑Harrell,  touted  the  smooth  process  by  which  
this  was  accomplished:  
This  designation,  which  is  the  first  such  district  designation  
by  the  Landmarks  Commission,  has  the  apparently  unanimous  
concurrence  of  residents  and  property  owners  in  the  area.    This  is  
undoubtedly  due  to  the  excellent  work  of  the  local  study  committee  
which  made  special  efforts  to  inform  and  involve  owners  and  
residents  in  its  work,  through  public  information  meetings  and  
personal  contact.  
A  public  hearing  has  also  been  held  by  the  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  prior  to  its  vote  of  designation.    All  
testimony  at  that  hearing  was  in  support  of  designation.444  
  
The  mayor  concurred  in  December,  and  the  City  Council  gave  its  blessing  
in  January  1980.445  
Thus,  this  historic  district  proposal  was  spared  the  pitfalls  encountered  on  
Ashmont  Hill  –  or  even  in  the  Back  Bay.    Not  since  Beacon  Hill  in  the  mid  1950s  
did  an  effort  to  designate  an  historic  district  in  Boston  encounter  so  little  
resistance.    Indeed,  Pauline  Chase-­‐‑Harrell’s  assessment  echoes  the  earlier  praise  
heaped  by  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  of  New  England  Antiquities  (in  their  
house  journal,  Old-­‐‑Time  New  England)  upon  the  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association  for  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
444  Letter,  Nov.  29,  1979,  from  Pauline  Chase-­‐‑Harrell,  Chairperson,  BLC,  to  Mayor  White,  City  of  
Boston  Archives,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  report  
files”),  folder:  Case  File  #27  Bay  State  Road.  
445  “Vote  of  designation  by  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,”  City  of  Boston  Archives,  Papers  
of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Box  29  (“BLC,  Study  report  files”),  folder:  Case  File  #27  
Bay  State  Road.  
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that  group’s  successful  historic-­‐‑district  campaign  there.    On  Bay  State  Road,  the  
efforts  of  the  study  committee  to  reach  out  systematically  to  property  owners  
seem  to  have  born  fruit.    In  the  Back  Bay  during  the  1960s,  Charles  P.  Howard  of  
the  Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay,  had  also  taken  great  pains  to  
write  to  all  property  owners  in  the  affected  area,  but  he  encountered  fierce  
resistance  from  nonresident  powers  such  as  Mayor  Collins  and  developers  like  
the  Leventhal  brothers.    In  the  effort  surrounding  Bay  State  Road/West  Back  Bay,  
the  inclusion  and  concurrence  of  Boston  University  no  doubt  went  a  long  way  to  
making  the  historic  district  a  reality.    While  town-­‐‑gown  conflicts  were  a  
conspicuous  part  of  the  problem  in  the  1960s  Back  Bay,  by  the  1970s  on  Bay  State  
Road,  residents  and  university  officials  were  in  agreement  on  the  question  of  
historic-­‐‑district  designation.    Finally,  business  and  real-­‐‑estate  interests,  with  the  
participation  of  realtor  Madeline  Kasdon  and  the  concurrence  of  the  Kenmore  
Association,  supported  –  or  at  least  went  along  with  –  the  effort.    And  so  with  the  
cooperation  of  neighborhood  residents,  major  institutions,  and  area  businesses,  
West  Back  Bay/Bay  State  Road  became  the  third  historic  district  in  Boston  and  
the  first  created  as  a  result  of  the  new  citywide  historic  preservation  ordinance.  
This  period  from  1969  to  1979  represents  a  sea  change  in  the  way  local  historic  
districts  were  created  in  Boston.    Instead  of  having  to  appeal  to  the  state  
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legislature  for  each  new  proposed  district,  Boston  acquired  an  agency  to  make  
each  determination  on  its  own.    Furthermore,  under  the  aegis  of  the  first  mayor  
to  actively  support  historic  preservation,  Boston  redefined  urban  renewal  in  the  
city.    While  Mayor  John  Hynes  in  the  1950s  campaigned  to  demolish  the  West  
End  and  Mayor  John  Collins  in  the  1960s  pushed  for  high  rises  on  
Commonwealth  Avenue  in  the  Back  Bay,  Mayor  Kevin  White  in  the  1970s  made  
a  place  for  preservation  in  City  Hall.    Rehabilitation  of  existing  historic  buildings  
under  the  supervision  of  the  Landmarks  Commission  now  became  a  viable  
option  to  compete  with  the  earlier  dominance  of  demolition  and  new  
construction.    Of  course,  passage  of  a  citywide  ordinance  and  the  successful  
designation  of  one  historic  district  were  only  just  the  beginning.    Boston’s  most  
significant  era  of  historic  planning  would  be  the  1980s,  when  St.  Botolph  Street,  




4.  Historic  Districting  and  the  Rediscovery  of  Urban  Life:  St.  Botolph,  Bay  
Village,  and  the  South  End  
  
During  the  late  1970s  and  the  early  1980s,  Boston’s  efforts  to  designate  and  
protect  significant  areas  of  the  city  reached  a  kind  of  consummation,  as  the  
Landmarks  Commission  designated  three  adjacent  neighborhoods,  the  St.  
Botolph  Street  area,  Bay  Village,  and  the  South  End  (figure  4.1).    Of  course,  
Beacon  Hill  and  the  Back  Bay  were  also  important  districts,  but  they  saw  listing  
as  historic  during  the  1950s  and  60s  through  the  action  of  the  Commonwealth  of  
Massachusetts  rather  than  through  the  City  of  Boston.    By  the  early  1970s,  the  
energies  of  advocates  of  historic  preservation  in  Boston  were  occupied  with  the  
bumpy  campaign  to  adopt  a  citywide  law  establishing  a  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission.    Once  seated,  this  body  experienced  unexpected  resistance  in  
designating  an  historic  district  on  Ashmont  Hill  and  remarkable  cooperation  in  
listing  West  Back  Bay/Bay  State  Road.  
The  campaigns  to  designate  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area,  Bay  Village,  and  
the  South  End  took  place  in  the  context  of  a  larger  trend  of  urban  revitalization  
that  contemporaneous  observers  began  to  analyze  during  the  1970s.    An  increase  
in  the  rehabilitation  of  private  housing  in  many  cities  was  particularly  noticeable  
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by  1980,  a  trend  attributed  to  higher  fuel  prices  that  made  commuting  to  the  
suburbs  more  expensive,  new  environmental  laws  that  made  new  construction  
more  expensive,  an  increase  in  the  number  of  one-­‐‑  and  two-­‐‑person  households,  
and  changes  to  the  job  market  in  the  city  that  resulted  in  more  white-­‐‑  and  fewer  
blue-­‐‑collar  jobs  there.446    Whether  this  truly  constituted  a  back-­‐‑to-­‐‑the-­‐‑city  
movement  was  subject  to  discussion,  as  surveys  at  the  time  tended  to  show  that  
the  trend  was  “a  resettlement  in  and  a  renewal  of  older  neighborhoods  mainly  by  
middle-­‐‑class  people  who  are  presently  residents  of  the  city  in  other  
neighborhoods  as  renters.”447    This  class  of  people  played  a  notable  role  in  efforts  
to  preserve  and  designate  these  neighborhoods  in  Boston.  
The  St.  Botolph  Street  area,  Bay  Village,  and  the  South  End  share  some  
common  topography  and  history  with  each  other.    All  three  consist  of  
predominantly  filled  land,  made  by  extending  Boston’s  natural  shoreline  into  the  
tidal  flats  of  the  Back  Bay  of  the  Charles  River.448    Bay  Village,  historically  known  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
446  J.  Thomas  Black,  “Private-­‐‑Market  Housing  Renovation  in  Central  Cities:  An  Urban  Land  
Institute  Survey,”  in  Shirley  Bradway  Laska,  editor,  Back  to  the  City:  Issues  in  Neighborhood  
Renovation  (New  York:  Pergamon,  1980),  3-­‐‑4.  
447  Phillip  L.  Clay,  “The  Rediscovery  of  City  Neighborhoods:  Reinvestment  by  Long-­‐‑Time  
Residents  and  Newcomers,”  in  Shirley  Bradway  Laska,  editor,  Back  to  the  City:  Issues  in  
Neighborhood  Renovation  (New  York:  Pergamon,  1980),  13-­‐‑14.    For  a  more  recent  view,  see  Roberta  
Brandes  Gatz  and  Norman  Mintz,  Cities  Back  from  the  Edge:  New  Life  for  Downtown  (Wiley,  2000).  
448  Note  that  the  “Back  Bay”  as  a  topographical  term  is  significantly  larger  than  the  neighborhood  
that  goes  by  this  name  today.    Geographically  speaking,  the  Back  Bay  was  a  large,  shallow  body  
of  water  that  extended  from  the  Boston  Common  on  the  east  to  Brookline  on  the  west  and  to  
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as  the  Church  Street  District,  was  the  first  to  be  created  from  the  mid-­‐‑1820s  to  the  
mid-­‐‑1830s.449    The  South  End  came  next,  filled  and  platted  from  the  1830s  
through  the  1870s.450    Finally,  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  emerged  in  the  1870s  and  
80s.451    In  addition  to  these  historical  linkages,  all  three  neighborhoods  are  
physically  close  to  each  other,  separated  only  by  transportation  corridors.452  
At  the  same  time,  there  are  also  significant  differences  among  the  
neighborhoods.    First,  Bay  Village  and  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  are  notably  
small  districts,  while  the  South  End  is  vast  –  a  neighborhood  of  neighborhoods.    
Secondly,  the  street  plans  vary.    Bay  Village  displays  an  idiosyncratic  layout  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Washington  Street  on  the  south.    In  contradistinction  to  this  broad  area,  the  neighborhood  of  the  
Back  Bay  is  usually  construed  as  the  area  from  Arlington  Street  on  the  east  to  Massachusetts  
Avenue  on  the  west.    The  southern  boundary  is  subject  to  multiple  definitions.    Nancy  Seasholes  
cites  Boylston  Street,  while  the  creators  of  the  Back  Bay  historic  district  focused  on  the  residential  
portion  of  the  neighborhood,  consisting  of  Beacon  Street,  Marlborough  Street,  and  
Commonwealth  Avenue.    Seasholes,  Gaining  Ground,  153.  
449  Seasholes,  Gaining  Ground,  162,  164.    The  City  of  Boston  subsequently  carried  out  a  second  
filling  project  in  the  Church  Street  district,  raising  the  streets  and  the  houses  already  built  there  to  
deal  with  recurrent  problems  with  flooding.    Seasholes,  Gaining  Ground,  200-­‐‑202.  
450  Seasholes,  Gaining  Ground,  170-­‐‑172,  188,  196.  
451  William  J.  Parrow,  Durham  Street:  A  Brief  History  of  Durham  Street,  Boston:  The  First  Century:  
1885  to  1985  (no  publishing  information),  n.p.    Durham  Street  is  one  of  the  short  streets  that  cross  
St.  Botolph.    This  booklet,  which  appears  to  have  been  privately  printed,  is  eighteen  pages  long  
and  includes  a  one-­‐‑page  bibliography.    It  is  posted  on  the  website  of  the  St.  Botolph  
Neighborhood  Association  (http://www.stbotolph.org/DurhamStreet.pdf,  accessed  Dec.  6,  2015)  
452  Over  time,  changes  to  those  transportation  corridors  have  had  divergent  effects:  The  building  
of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  extension  during  the  early  1960s  along  the  route  of  the  Boston  and  
Albany  Railroad  only  served  to  widen  the  gap  between  Bay  Village  and  the  South  End.    Rubin,  
Insuring  the  City,  165.    But  two  decades  later,  the  building  of  the  Southwest  Corridor  Park  on  a  
deck  covering  the  route  of  the  Boston  and  Providence  Railroad  –  and  the  proposed  site  of  an  
interstate  highway  that  was  blocked  –  helped  knit  the  St.  Botolph  area  to  the  South  End  in  a  way  
that  it  had  never  experienced  before.    Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts,  145.  
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reminiscent  of  many  older  parts  of  Boston,  while  the  South  End  alternates  
between  small,  narrow,  and  quiet  streets  and  large,  wide,  and  busy  boulevards.    
And  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  is  very  linear  in  character,  arrayed  along  its  
eponymous  right-­‐‑of-­‐‑way,  much  the  way  that  Bay  State  Road  defines  West  Back  
Bay.    Thirdly,  the  balance  of  residential  to  commercial  activity  differs  both  within  
and  among  the  neighborhoods.    Bay  Village  and  the  South  End  are  quite  mixed,  
while  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  features  a  predominantly  residential  character.  
Historically  and  economically,  these  neighborhoods  rose,  fell,  and  rose  
again  in  parallel  ways.    The  changing  fortunes  of  the  South  End  have  been  the  
subject  of  research  and  writing  for  over  a  century.453    Commentators  have  noted  
the  South  End’s  initial  development  as  a  fashionable  neighborhood,  its  eclipse  as  
the  Back  Bay  overtook  it  as  a  desirable  area,  its  transformation  into  an  immigrant  
district  of  cheap  boardinghouses,  and  its  emergence  as  a  significant  African  
American  and  Latino  neighborhood.    The  much  smaller  neighborhoods  of  Bay  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
453  See  Albert  Benedict  Wolfe,  The  Lodging  House  Problem  in  Boston  (Boston  and  New  York:  
Houghton,  Mifflin,  and  Co.,  1906);  Whitehill,  Boston:  A  Topographical  History,  119-­‐‑140;  Margaret  
Supplee  Smith,  “Between  City  and  Suburb:  Architecture  and  Planning  in  Boston’s  South  End”  
(Ph.D.  dissertation,  Boston  University,  1976);  Kay,  Preserving  New  England,  101-­‐‑106;  Kennedy,  
Planning  the  City  Upon  a  Hill,  58-­‐‑60;  Margaret  Supplee  Smith  and  John  C.  Moorhouse,  
“Architecture  and  the  Housing  Market:  Nineteenth  Century  Row  Housing  in  Boston’s  South  End,”  
Journal  of  the  Society  of  Architectural  Historians,  Vol.  52,  No.  2,  (June  1993),  159-­‐‑178);  O’Connor,  The  
Hub,  140-­‐‑142;  Mario  Small,  Villa  Victoria:  The  Transformation  of  Social  Capital  in  a  Boston  Barrio  




Village  and  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  are  less  studied  and  less  well-­‐‑documented,  
but  their  trajectories  also  reflect  larger  urban  trends  in  the  Boston  area,  
characterized  by  an  initial  period  of  optimistic  development  followed  by  
economic  and  social  consolidation,  decline,  and  renewal.    
Yet  even  though  these  related  neighborhoods  have  many  similarities  and  
their  histories  followed  comparable  contours,  they  did  not  experience  change  in  
lockstep  with  each  other.    While  initial  neighborhood  development  began  in  Bay  
Village,  expanded  into  the  South  End,  and  concluded  in  the  St.  Botolph  Street  
area,  that  early  sequence  is  not  the  order  in  which  latter-­‐‑day  preservationists  
started  agitating  for  protection.    Nor  it  is  the  order  in  which  the  City  actually  
designated  them  as  historic  districts.    In  the  late  1970s,  for  example,  residents  of  
the  South  End  petitioned  the  Landmarks  Commission  to  request  designation,  
doing  so  shortly  after  the  residents  of  Ashmont  Hill  launched  their  ill-­‐‑fated  
attempt.    The  South  Enders  would  be  more  successful  than  their  fellow  activists  
in  Dorchester,  but  the  process  still  took  considerable  time,  with  the  city  not  
ultimately  designating  the  South  End  district  until  the  end  of  1983.    Meanwhile,  
residents  of  the  much  smaller  St.  Botolph  Street  area  filed  their  petition  for  
designation  after  the  South  Enders,  but  saw  designation  of  their  neighborhood  
two  years  earlier,  in  1981.    And  lastly,  activists  in  Bay  Village  brought  their  
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petition  to  City  Hall  in  1979;  they  achieved  their  goal  in  March  1983,  after  the  St.  
Botolph  Street  area  but  before  the  South  End.454    In  order  to  better  understand  
each  neighborhood’s  preservation  story,  to  follow  the  actions  of  specific  
preservation  activists,  and  to  respect  the  intensely  local  nature  of  each  
neighborhood’s  campaign,  the  analysis  below  will  discuss  the  efforts  to  
designate  these  areas  in  the  order  in  which  they  actually  won  passage:  St.  
Botolph,  Bay  Village,  and  the  South  End.  
  
“[G]iv[ing]  Us  the  Voice  We  Need”  vs.  “Confiscation  in  Another  Form”:  The  St.  
Botolph  Street  Area  
  
The  St.  Botolph  Street  area  lies  immediately  south  of  a  large  area  of  the  
Back  Bay,  which  from  the  time  of  the  neighborhood’s  creation  in  the  late  
nineteenth  century  through  the  1950s,  served  as  rail  yards  for  the  Boston  and  
Albany  railroad.    During  the  1960s  and  succeeding  decades  corporate  interests  
with  considerable  public  incentives  redeveloped  that  area  into  the  Prudential  
Center.    Whether  as  rail  yards  or  as  a  sprawling  complex  of  offices,  shops,  and  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
454  “Status  of  Petitions  to  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  for  Designation  and  Landmarks  and  
Districts,”  Boston:  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  December  2011  (spreadsheet).    Among  all  the  
petitions  received  by  the  Landmarks  for  designation  as  either  an  individual  landmark  or  a  district,  
the  South  End  was  the  13th,  St.  Botolph  the  36th,  and  Bay  Village  the  70th.  
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hotels,  this  area  effectively  separated  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  from  the  
fashionable  Back  Bay  neighborhood  to  the  north.    Immediately  to  the  south  of  the  
St.  Botolph  Street  area  was  –  for  the  entire  period  under  analysis  –  an  open  rail  
corridor  for  the  Boston  and  Providence  Railroad.    This  heavily  used  and  noisy  
right-­‐‑of-­‐‑way  substantially  divided  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  from  the  South  
End.    Consequently,  this  small  neighborhood  came  to  occupy  a  cramped  and  
linear  stretch  of  urban  space,  significantly  distinct  from  adjacent  areas.  
Development  and  sale  of  the  newly  made  land  in  the  area  took  place  
under  the  Trustees  of  Huntington  Avenue  Lands.455    Due  to  the  severe  economic  
downturn  following  the  Panic  of  1873,  the  Trustees  intentionally  kept  lots  in  the  
area  off  the  market  until  they  could  reliably  count  on  selling  them  “to  at  least  
middle-­‐‑class  buyers.”456    By  the  following  decade,  the  Trustees  were  feeling  more  
confident  in  the  real  estate  market,  and  they  laid  out  St.  Botolph  Street  –  which  
would  become  the  spine  of  the  neighborhood  –  in  two  phases,  the  western  
portion  in  1880  and  the  eastern  portion  in  1882.457    In  a  manner  similar  to  the  
pattern  established  a  couple  decades  earlier  in  the  Back  Bay,  short  cross  streets  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
455  The  Trustees  are  listed  in  1877  with  offices  at  47  State  St.    The  Boston  Directory,  Embracing  the  
City  Record,  a  General  Directory  of  the  Citizens,  and  Business  Directory  (Boston:  Sampson,  Davenport,  
and  Company,  1877),  881.  
456  Parrow,  Durham  Street,  n.p.  
457  St.  Botolph  Street  was  named  for  the  patron  saint  of  Boston,  England.    Ibid.  
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bore  Anglo-­‐‑American  names  in  alphabetical  order,  from  Massachusetts  Avenue  
to  Copley  Square:  Albemarle,  Blackwood,  Cumberland,  Durham,  Follen,  
Garrison,  Harcourt,  and  Irvington.    Most  of  these  perpendicular  streets  dead-­‐‑
ended  on  the  southeast  at  the  Boston  and  Providence  rail  corridor.    West  Newton  
Street  –  between  Durham  and  Follen  Streets,  not  following  the  pattern  of  the  
alphabetization  –  was  the  only  one  showing  naming  continuity  with  the  South  
End.458  
Rows  of  brick  townhouses,  a  few  apartment  buildings,  and  a  smattering  of  
other  building  types  came  to  fill  these  streets  during  the  last  decades  of  the  
nineteenth  century.    Speculators  hired  architects  such  as  Arthur  H.  Vinal,  
Edmond  M.  Wheelwright,  Samuel  D.  Kelley,  Cabot  and  Chandler,  and  Parker,  
Thomas  and  Rice.459    Designs  varied,  but  did  so  within  the  architectural  
vocabularies  of  the  time:  Styles  such  as  Queen  Anne,  Richardsonian  
Romanesque,  and  Classical  Revival  found  expression  here.460    The  scale  of  the  
neighborhood  was  small  and  low  –  even  intimate:    Lot  sizes  were  generally  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
458  West  Newton  Street  also  had  geographic  continuity  with  the  South  End,  as  it  extended  to  and  
from  that  neighborhood  via  a  bridge  over  the  railroad  tracks.  
459  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  “Report  of  the  St.  Botolph  Study  Committee  on  the  Potential  
Designation  of  the  St.  Botolph  Area  as  an  Architectural  Conservation  District  under  Chapter  772  
of  the  Acts  of  1975,”  1981,  19.  
460  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  “Report  of  the  St.  Botolph  Study  Committee  on  the  Potential  
Designation  of  the  St.  Botolph  Area  as  an  Architectural  Conservation  District  under  Chapter  772  
of  the  Acts  of  1975,”  1981,  1  
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diminutive,  and  most  buildings  were  walk-­‐‑ups  with  no  elevator.    Artists,  writers,  
and  other  residents  appreciated  living  close  to  the  Copley  Square  locations  of  the  
Museum  of  Fine  Arts  and  the  Boston  Public  Library.461    Additionally,  while  the  
area  was  mostly  residential,  a  few  other  uses  also  appeared.    The  City  built  a  
public  elementary  school  in  1891.462    Notable  craft  workshops  found  a  home  on  
Harcourt  Street,  where  Huegle,  Quimby  and  Company  founded  the  Harcourt  
Bindery  in  1900,  and  Charles  Connick  established  a  stained  glass  studio  in  
1913.463    In  that  same  year,  the  Musicians’  Mutual  Relief  Society  –  perhaps  drawn  
by  close  proximity  to  Symphony  Hall  and  the  New  England  Conservatory,  both  
located  nearby  on  Huntington  Avenue  –  converted  an  existing  building  on  St.  
Botolph  Street  to  their  headquarters.    A  decade  later  and  just  next  door,  Vesper  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
461  For  example,  sculptor  Bela  Pratt  lived  at  the  corner  of  St.  Botolph  and  Harcourt  Streets,  poet  
Edwin  Arlington  Robinson  resided  at  99  St.  Botolph  Street,  and  writer  Philip  Savage  dwelt  at  101  
St.  Botolph  Street.    Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  “Report  of  the  St.  Botolph  Study  Committee  
on  the  Potential  Designation  of  the  St.  Botolph  Area  as  an  Architectural  Conservation  District  
under  Chapter  772  of  the  Acts  of  1975,”  1981,  15-­‐‑16.  
462  Edmund  Marsh  Wheelwright  designed  the  school  in  his  capacity  as  City  Architect.    It  was  
converted  into  condominiums  in  1981.    Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  “Report  of  the  St.  
Botolph  Study  Committee  on  the  Potential  Designation  of  the  St.  Botolph  Area  as  an  
Architectural  Conservation  District  under  Chapter  772  of  the  Acts  of  1975,”  1981,  11,  15.  
463  Jan  Gardner,  “News  about  New  England  books  and  authors,”  Boston  Globe,  Oct.  20,  2014;  
Charles  J.  Connick  Stain  Glass  Foundation,  “Connick  Studio  History,”  
http://www.cjconnick.org/studio-­‐‑history,  accessed  June  4,  2015.    Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
“Report  of  the  St.  Botolph  Study  Committee  on  the  Potential  Designation  of  the  St.  Botolph  Area  
as  an  Architectural  Conservation  District  under  Chapter  772  of  the  Acts  of  1975,”  1981,  11.  
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Lincoln  George  founded  a  commercial  art  school,  the  Vesper  George  School.464      
During  its  first  few  decades,  the  neighborhood  seemed  to  realize  its  developers’  
hopes.    Homes  frequently  boasted  several  live-­‐‑in  servants.    Gradually,  however,  
the  economic  standing  of  the  neighborhood  declined.    Fewer  houses  employed  
servants;  instead,  householders  began  to  take  in  boarders.    By  the  1920s,  the  area  
was  lower  middle  class  in  character  with  numerous  boardinghouses.    The  
economic  privations  of  the  Great  Depression  during  the  1930s  and  World  War  II  
exacerbated  these  trends,  as  did  postwar  suburbanization  and  white  flight.465  
By  the  1960s,  however,  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  began  to  experience  
significant  change.    In  that  portion  of  the  neighborhood  closest  to  Copley  Square,  
the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority  used  its  powers  of  eminent  domain  to  
take  properties  on  Irvington  Street  to  make  an  entrance  ramp  onto  the  new  
Massachusetts  Turnpike  Extension.    Wrecking  crews  demolished  the  buildings  
there,  and  civil  engineers  erased  the  old  street.466    Across  Huntington  Avenue,  
corporate  leaders  and  city  officials  dedicated  the  towering  Prudential  Center  in  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
464  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Report  of  the  St.  Botolph  Study  Committee  on  the  Potential  
Designation  of  the  St.  Botolph  Area  as  an  Architectural  Conservation  District  under  Chapter  772  
of  the  Acts  of  1975,  13.  
465  Parrow,  Durham  Street,  n.p.  
466  Parrow,  Durham  Street,  n.p.  
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1965,  and  further  work  on  that  site  has  continued  to  the  present  (2015).467    
Nearby,  architecturally  ambitious  leaders  at  the  national  headquarters  of  the  
Christian  Science  Church  engaged  architects  I.M.  Pei  and  Araldo  Cossutta  in  
1964  to  significantly  redevelop  the  property.    Following  the  displacement  of  200  
people  and  the  demolition  of  42  structures,  a  complex  of  modern,  monumental,  
concrete  buildings  rose  between  1968  and  1973.468    And  by  1977,  developers  
secured  a  99-­‐‑year  lease  on  a  nine-­‐‑and-­‐‑a-­‐‑half  acre  lot  at  the  corner  of  Dartmouth  
Street  and  Huntington  Avenue  on  which  would  rise  the  large  commercial  
complex  known  as  Copley  Place,  described  by  architectural  historian  Keith  N.  
Morgan  as  “the  largest  single-­‐‑phase  private  development  in  New  England  until  
that  time.”469    The  St.  Botolph  Street  area  –  historically  low-­‐‑scale  and  consisting  of  
small  property  holdings  –  found  itself  close  to  these  new  ambitious  
undertakings.    In  addition  to  this  activity  in  surrounding  areas,  a  surge  in  real  
estate  activity  was  taking  place  within  the  neighborhood  itself.    The  Boston  
Housing  Authority  built  an  eight-­‐‑story  elderly  housing  complex  designed  by  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
467  Rubin,  Insuring  the  City,  194.  
468  Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts,  180;  Mark  Panik,  Michael  Kubo,  Chris  Grimley,  Heroic:  
Concrete  Architecture  and  the  New  Boston  (New  York:  The  Monacelli  Press,  2015),  231.    See  also  
Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  “Christian  Science  Center  Complex:  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  Study  Report”  (Environment  Department,  City  of  Boston,  Jan.  25,  2011).  
469  Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts:  Metropolitan  Boston,  164;  Whitehill  and  Kennedy,  Boston:  A  
Topographical  History  (Third  Edition,  Enlarged),  258-­‐‑230.  
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Ganteaume  &  McMullen  at  70  St.  Botolph  Street  in  1972,470  and  private  
developers  like  Mario  Nicosia  and  William  Lima  began  to  rehabilitate  existing  
buildings  and  in  some  cases  convert  them  to  condominiums  (figure  4.2).471  
By  the  late  1970s,  the  residents  of  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  began  to  
explore  having  their  neighborhood  designated  as  an  historic  district.    Like  other  
designation  initiatives  in  Boston,  a  residents’  organization  officially  spearheaded  
and  sponsored  the  campaign.    In  1978,  the  St.  Botolph  Citizens  Committee,  Inc.,  
filed  a  petition  with  the  Landmarks  Commission  to  have  the  area  listed.472    The  
BLC  asked  the  petitioners  for  names  of  persons  to  serve  on  the  Study  Committee  
to  look  into  the  request,  suggesting  a  range  of  membership  “represent[ing]  a  
diversity  of  interests  in  the  community.”473    The  historic-­‐‑district  advocates  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
470  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  “Report  of  the  St.  Botolph  Study  Committee  on  the  Potential  
Designation  of  the  St.  Botolph  Area  as  an  Architectural  Conservation  District  under  Chapter  772  
of  the  Acts  of  1975,”  6,  15.  
471  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Developers  rejuvenate  St.  Botolph  Street,”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  26,  1978,  G1.    
Nicosia  started  working  in  real  estate  in  Boston  as  a  19  year  old  student  at  Northeastern.    “City  
mix:  The  old  and  the  new,”  Boston  Globe,  March  23,  1980,  H26.  
472  The  St.  Botolph  Citizens  Committee  was  incorporated  in  1965.    Boston  Landmarks  
Commission,  “Report  of  the  St.  Botolph  Study  Committee  on  the  Potential  Designation  of  the  St.  
Botolph  Area  as  an  Architectural  Conservation  District  under  Chapter  772  of  the  Acts  of  1975,”  1,  
15.    The  original  petition  for  designation,  naming  the  ten  petitioners  as  required  by  law,  has  not  
yet  been  located  in  the  unprocessed  papers  of  the  Archives  of  the  City  of  Boston.    By  2015,  the  St.  
Botolph  Citizens  Committee  was  not  listed  in  the  database  of  the  Massachusetts  Division  of  
Corporations.    The  use  of  the  descriptor,  “Citizens  Committee,”  is  consistent  with  other  Boston  
neighborhoods  that  formed  advisory  groups  in  response  to  the  Redevelopment  Authority’s  
urban  renewal  plans.    Currently,  there  is  a  St.  Botolph  Neighborhood  Association  
(http://www.stbotolph.org,  accessed  Dec.  16,  2015).    
473  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Feb.  14,  1979.  
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provided  a  list  of  nominees,  and  the  manager  of  the  Little  City  Hall  for  the  area  
reviewed  and  agreed  with  the  choices.    By  February  1979,  Mayor  Kevin  White  
made  his  nominations.    As  regular  members  he  chose  local  residents  Allen  
Agnitti  (8  Garrison  St.),  Daniel  E.  Cushing  (107  St.  Botolph  St.),  Suzanne  Scott  
(121  St.  Botolph  St.),  Stacey  Christy  (114  St.  Botolph  St.),  Scott  Ferguson  (185  St.  
Botolph  St.),  and  Helen  Bohn  Jordan  (247  West  Newton  St.).474    As  alternates,  he  
put  forth  former  neighborhood  resident  Sara  Jolliffe  (13  Buckingham  St.,  
Cambridge)  as  well  as  current  community  residents  Alice  Verhaenen  (252  West  
Newton  St.),  Sally  Perry  (123  St.  Botolph  St.),  and  Nancy  Burns  (23  Cumberland  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
474  In  1988,  Daniel  E.  Cushing  was  the  manager  of  the  architecture  department  of  Ganteaume  &  
McMullen  in  Boston.  “Engineering:  Who’s  What  Where,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  29,  1988,  55.    The  
firm,  as  noted  above,  built  for  the  Boston  Housing  Authority  the  elderly  housing  complex  at  70  
St.  Botolph  Street  in  1972.  
Helen  Bohn  Jordan  said  in  1981,  “I  have  lived  in  the  St.  Botolph  area  for  five  years  in  a  
building  on  West  Newton  Street  that  was  recycled  from  a  burnt-­‐‑out  rooming  house  into  
apartments  in  1976.    I  had  lived  for  many  years  previously  in  a  late  19th-­‐‑century  building  in  the  
East  60s  in  New  York  City,  and  I  was  seeking  in  Boston  a  similar  ambience:  convenience  to  the  
business  area  and  to  the  cultural  life  of  the  city,  coupled  with  the  charm  of  an  old  building  
brought  up  to  late  20th-­‐‑century  living  standards.  
“As  a  writer,  I  was  drawn  to  this  neighborhood,  as  other  writers  have  been  in  the  past,  by  its  
proximity  to  the  Boston  Public  Library,  the  Museum  of  Fine  Arts  and  other  cultural  activities  of  
the  city.”      
“Statement  of  Helen  Bohn  Jordan  at  Public  Hearing  on  St.  Botolph  Architectural  
Conservation  District  Designation,  Oct.  6,  1981,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  
Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
She  soon  took  up  writing  in  Boston  newspapers  about  historic  preservation  issues.  For  
example,  Helen  Bohn  Jordan,  “Watching  an  old  house  come  to  life,”  Christian  Science  Monitor,  




St.).475    And  from  the  membership  of  the  Landmarks  Commission  would  be  
Romas  Brickus  (Ashmont  Hill  homeowner),  John  F.  Cooke  (a  South  Boston  
resident),  Susan  S.  Davis  (a  Back  Bay  resident  nominated  by  the  Boston  Society  of  
Landscape  Architects),  Luix  Overbea  (black  journalist  and  Mattapan  resident),  
and  Henry  Wood  (architect  and  South  End  resident).    The  City  Council  referred  
this  slate  to  the  Committee  on  Neighborhood  Development,476  and  by  July,  that  
body  returned  to  the  full  City  Council,  recommending  ratification  of  the  
proposed  membership,  with  the  exception  that  the  list  of  alternates  be  reduced  to  
include  only  Sara  Jolliffe  and  Nancy  Burns.    The  City  Council  accepted  this  
amendment  and  ratified  the  appointment  of  the  study  committee.477  
The  committee  then  began  its  work,  holding  open  meetings  in  the  
neighborhood  and  reporting  regularly  to  the  St.  Botolph  Citizens  Committee,  Inc.    
Also  participating  in  the  process  were  Landmarks  Commission  staff  Marcia  
Myers  (executive  director),  Judy  McDonough  (survey  director),  and  John  Harrell  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
475  Sara  Joliffe  had  “lived  in  the  St.  Botolph  Street  neighborhood  for  six  years  from  1970  to  1976  
and  headed  a  committee  which  addressed  the  usual  aspects  of  street  improvements  such  as  the  
planting  of  trees  and  the  improvement  of  gardens.”    Letter,  1  Oct.  1981,  from  Sarah  B.  Joliffe,  13  
Buckingham  St.,  Cambridge,  to  BLC,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  
29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
In  1980,  Nancy  Burns  was  an  economic  development  planner  with  the  United  South  
End/Lower  Roxbury  Development  Corp.  (UDC).  “Blueprint  for  South  End-­‐‑Lower  Roxbury,”  
Boston  Globe,  Aug.  31,  1980,  E1.  
476  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Feb.  14,  1979.  
477  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  July  18,  1979.  
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(preservation  architect).    The  committee  worked  to  identify  the  architectural  
character  of  the  neighborhood,  to  suggest  boundaries  for  a  proposed  historic  
district,  and  to  draft  guidelines  and  standards  for  repair  and  construction  in  the  
area.478    By  “September  of  1981,  having  reached  tentative  conclusions  on  the  
matters  before  it,  the  Study  Committee  held  two  special  meetings,  to  which  all  
property  owners  and  residents  in  the  Study  Area  were  invited.”479    Following  
those  meetings,  the  Study  Committee  “finalized  its  recommendations”  and  
submitted  its  report  to  the  Landmarks  Commission.480  
The  committee  found  that  there  was,  indeed,  a  concentration  of  significant  
historic  buildings  in  the  area,  especially  dating  from  1882  and  1902,  when  the  
land  was  first  developed.    Consequently,  its  members  recommended  the  creation  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
478  In  these  tasks,  the  Committee  had  additional  help  from  numerous  volunteers,  including  
Terrence  and  Patricia  Geoghegan,  Donna  Jonas,  Stephanie  Pendleton,  Joanne  Warshaver,  Robert  
Bradley,  and  Joseph  Nevin.    Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Report  of  the  St.  Botolph  Study  
Committee  on  the  Potential  Designation  of  the  St.  Botolph  Area  as  an  Architectural  Conservation  
District  under  Chapter  772  of  the  Acts  of  1975,  2.    A  number  of  these  volunteers  became  and  
remained  involved  in  other  neighborhood  activities  and  concerns:  Terrence  and  Patricia  
Geoghegan  spearheaded  a  campaign  to  rezone  the  St.  Botolph  area  to  prevent  high-­‐‑rises  from  
being  built  there.    Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “Building  costs  rising  nationally,  but  rate  is  slowing,  Boston  
Globe,  April  25,  1982,  A34;  Stephanie  Pendleton  helped  organize  an  anti-­‐‑crime,  neighborhood  
watch  program.    Victoria  Irwin,  “  Neighborhood  watch  program  aim  to  reduce  crime,”  Christian  
Science  Monitor,  June  4,  1981.    And  two  decades  later  Robert  Bradley  participated  in  an  advisory  
committee  keeping  an  eye  on  ongoing  development  at  the  nearby  Prudential  Center.    Dolores  
Kong,  “After  Protest,  Prudential  Hotel-­‐‑Condo  Plan  Revised,”  Boston  Globe,  June  13,  2001,  D1.  
479  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Report  of  the  St.  Botolph  Study  Committee  on  the  Potential  
Designation  of  the  St.  Botolph  Area  as  an  Architectural  Conservation  District  under  Chapter  772  
of  the  Acts  of  1975,  1-­‐‑2.      
480  Ibid.,  1.  
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of  an  historic  district,  consisting  of  a  rectangle  of  land  bounded  by  Huntington  
Avenue,  Massachusetts  Avenue,  the  railroad  tracks  of  the  Southwest  Corridor,  
and  Harcourt  Street.481    This  would  extend  the  length  of  St.  Botolph  Street  and  
include  all  the  adjacent  short  cross  streets  (figure  4.3).    The  group  also  suggested  
that  a  local  historic  district  commission  be  formed  to  review  proposed  
architectural  changes  in  the  neighborhood.482  
Opinions  on  all  sides  of  this  proposal  came  to  a  climax  at  a  series  of  public  
hearings  during  the  fall  of  1981.    In  addition  to  the  earlier  September  public  
meetings  called  by  the  Study  Committee,  the  Landmarks  Commission  followed  
up  with  formal  considerations  of  the  measure.    At  least  two-­‐‑dozen  people  
attended  the  first  BLC  hearing  on  October  6.  Most  attendees  were  in  favor  of  the  
proposal,  although  a  significant  minority  objected  to  the  proposed  boundaries  of  
the  district,  and  at  least  one  objected  outright.      
A  score  of  attendees  lined  up  in  favor  of  the  proposal.483    Of  these,  seven  
who  submitted  letters  and  written  statements  before  or  at  the  meeting  convey  a  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
481  A  map  of  the  initial  boundaries  of  the  district  is  in  the  following  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  
No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  
5210.006).  
482  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Report  of  the  St.  Botolph  Study  Committee  on  the  Potential  
Designation  of  the  St.  Botolph  Area  as  an  Architectural  Conservation  District  under  Chapter  772  
of  the  Acts  of  1975,  1,  36-­‐‑37.  
483  These  included  Stacy  Christy,  Helen  Jordan,  and  Donna  Jones  (all  members  of  the  study  
committee),  along  with  Bill  Burns  (a  homeowner),  “Sam  Ellenport  (president  of  Harcourt  
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sense  of  the  issues  involved.    A  number  of  them  began  by  telling  how  they  came  
to  live  in  the  neighborhood  and  what  attracted  them  there.    Jill  W.  Simonson’s  
letter  is  typical:  
In  1973  my  husband  and  I,  after  looking  into  other  areas  of  Boston,  
purchased  property  and  moved  on  to  St.  Botolph  Street.    An  
influencing  factor  in  our  decision  was  the  artistic  and  historic  
character  of  both  the  buildings  in  the  neighborhood  and  the  
neighborhood  itself.    We  join  and  were  joined  by  other  individuals  
and  families  who  felt  and  admired  this  character.  
  
Now  almost  nine  years  later  we  are  still  living  in  the  neighborhood,  
having  encouraged  new  people  to  come  in  and  restore  their  
buildings  and  having  restored  a  second  building  ourselves.484  
  
Another  supporter,  Donna  Jonas  of  17  Cumberland  Avenue,  told  a  similar  story,  
adding  comments  about  the  past  and  future  of  the  area:  
My  husband  and  I  moved  to  Boston  3  years  ago  –  After  carefully  
researching  the  different  areas  of  the  city,  [we]  decided  to  purchase  
a  home  in  the  St.  Botolph  area.    We  selected  this  neighborhood  
because  of  its  ideal  location  and  the  charming  architecture.  
  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Bindery  .  .  .  ),  Tingey  Soule  (who  spoke  for  Peter  Wilde),  Marion  Allen  (resident),  Barbara  Spear  
(representing  Goldwitz  &  Co.,  a  firm  that  owns  residential  buildings  in  the  area),  Susan  
Weatherbea  (resident),  Meg  Tomasini  (property  owner),  Ruth  Bridges  (resident),  Irene  Smalls  
(homeowner),  Jeff  Steinberg  (of  Chandler  Co.,  his  letter  read  by  Ms.  Myers),  Kathy  Riley  
(property  owner),  Max  Trager  (long-­‐‑time  property  owner),  Paula  Snyder  (resident),  Rick  Bohn  
(resident),  Mario  Nicosia  (resident  and  developer),  [and]  Alfred  Greenwood  (homeowner)[.]”    
Minutes  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Oct.  6,  1981;  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  
“St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
484  Letter,  Oct.  5,  1981,  from  Jill  W.  Simonson,  134  St.  Botolph  St.,  to  BLC,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  




In  the  50’s  and  60’s,  this  neighborhood  did  not  enjoy  a  fine  
reputation.    It  was  in  fact  considered  somewhat  undesirable.    
However,  over  the  past  8-­‐‑10  years  it  has  become  increasingly  
desirable  and  many  of  us  have  made  major  investments  in  
restoring  and  renovating  our  buildings.    A  high  percentage  of  the  
buildings  are  owner  occupied,  be  they  single  family,  multiple  
family  or  condominiums.  
  
Our  concern  is  that  developers  who  do  not  intend  to  live  here  but  
rather  wish  only  to  get  the  most  square  footage  out  of  these  
buildings  will  sacrifice  the  integrity  of  the  architecture  to  that  
purpose.485  
  
Former  neighborhood  resident  Sara  Joliffe  also  emphasized  how  the  area  had  
improved,  in  spite  of  some  insensitive  changes  at  an  earlier  time:  
The  neighborhood  now  represents  a  cohesive,  attractive  and  stable  
area  in  the  city  after  more  than  a  decade  of  hard  work  on  the  part  of  
many  following  the  urban  renewal  of  the  60’s  and  the  turnpike’s  
[construction]  which  destroyed  its  periphery.486  
  
Susan  Weatherbie  of  27  Cumberland  Street  also  noted  progress  in  the  area:    
The  citizens  of  this  community  have  worked  hard  over  the  last  few  
years  to  restore  the  St.  Botolph  Community  to  the  lovely  residential  
area  it  was  ninety  years  ago.    I  urge  you  to  provide  us  with  the  tool  
we  need  to  continue  the  job,  an  Architectural  Conservation  
District.487      
  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
485  Statement  of  Donna  Jonas,  17  Cumberland  St.,  Tuesday,  Oct.  6,  Public  hearing,  folder:  “Public  
hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  
(record  series  5210.006).  
486  Letter,  1  Oct.  1981,  from  Sarah  B.  Joliffe,  13  Buckingham  St.,  Cambridge,  to  BLC,  folder:  “Public  
hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  
(record  series  5210.006).  
487  Letter,  Sept.  21,  1981,  from  Susan  B.  Weatherbie  to  BLC,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  
“St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
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Then,  writing  of  her  own  experiences,  she  said,    
  [W]hile  not  new  to  the  City  of  Boston,  we  are  relatively  new  to  the  
St.  Botolph  area,  having  moved  into  our  home  last  fall.    After  
making  the  decision  to  remain  in  the  city,  we  investigated  several  
areas  of  the  city  and  chose  the  St.  Botolph  area  for  many  reasons,  
not  the  least  of  which  was  its  architectural  integrity  and  beauty  of  
scale.  .  .    
  
The  scale  is  very  inviting  and  livable  in  a  city  which  continues  to  
build  towering  skyscrapers.  
  
She  also  added  comments  on  the  relationship  between  the  built  environment  and  
a  less  tangible  sense  of  community:  
  [O]ne  of  the  great  successes  of  this  area  is  its  strong  sense  of  
neighborhood.    One  needn’t  be  here  for  twenty  years  before  one  
feels  very  much  a  member  of  the  community.    The  physical  
structure  of  the  area,  with  its  lovely  buildings,  provides  the  
springboard  for  the  residents  to  foster  a  real  neighborhood.488  
  
Some  neighborhood  residents  directly  addressed  the  significant  new  
construction  occurring  nearby.    Helen  Bohn  Jordan,  for  example,  remarked:  
Today,  as  I  work  in  my  office,  I  feel  the  vibration  of  pile  drivers  and  
hear  the  sounds  of  construction  machinery  building  Copley  Place,  
the  Greenhouse  apartments  [on  Huntington  Avenue]  and  a  new  
Hilton  Hotel  [at  the  Prudential  Center].    This  new  construction  is  
taking  place  all  around  the  edges  of  the  proposed  St.  Botolph  
Architectural  Conservation  District.489  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
488  Letter,  Oct.  6,  1981,  from  Susan  B.  Weatherbie  to  BLC,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  
Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
489  “Statement  of  Helen  Bohn  Jordan  at  Public  Hearing  on  St.  Botolph  Architectural  Conservation  
District  Designation,  Oct.  6,  1981,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  




Paula  Snyder  echoed  these  concerns  and  made  plea  for  local  control:  
This  area  is  an  island  between  two  billion  dollar  projects.    The  tax  
bills  which  came  out  today  leave  no  doubt  as  to  the  value  of  the  
land.    Unless  we  are  very  careful  and  stand  up  and  speak  out,  we  
could  easily  be  swallowed  up.    Designation  as  a  preservation  area  
will  give  us  the  voice  we  need.490  
  
Some  businesses  also  supported  the  designation  proposal.    Albert  R.  De  
Pamphilis  and  Peter  O.  Wilde  of  Poward,  Inc.,  wrote:  
  
We  are  the  owners  of  the  property  located  at  the  corner  of  West  
Newton  Street  and  St.  Botolph  Street.    The  primary  use  of  the  
building  is  commercial.    We  not  only  own  the  coin-­‐‑operated  
laundry  in  the  building  but  also  have  our  company  offices  there.  
  
As  a  commercial  interest  in  the  area,  we  support  the  designation  of  
the  St.  Botolph  area  as  an  Architectural  and  Conservation  District.    
When  we  purchased  and  developed  our  property  in  1978,  it  was  an  
eyesore.    A  prime  objective  of  our  development  plan  was  to  
rehabilitate  our  property  so  that  it  would  fit  into  the  neighborhood  
architecturally.    In  this  effort,  we  went  to  considerable  time  and  
expense  to  change  entrances,  to  put  brick  facing  on  a  cement  block  
first  story,  and  to  put  in  wrought  iron  fencing.  
  
The  current  development  of  Copley  Square  and  the  [Greenhouse]  
apartment  complex  on  Huntington  Avenue  could  potentially  put  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
and  Development  Company  constructed  Copley  Place  as  a  suburban-­‐‑style  shopping  mall  from  
1980  to  1984,  on  a  9-­‐‑½  acre  site  between  the  St.  Botolph  area  and  Copley  Square.    Morgan,  
Buildings  of  Massachusetts,  164.    Developers  Ronald  A.  Nicholson  and  William  Maltz  began  
construction  on  the  twelve-­‐‑story  Greenhouse  Apartments  in  September  1980.    It  was  “part  of  the  
ongoing  Fenway  urban  renewal  project  initiated  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  .  .  .”  
“Market  rentals  buck  a  trend,”  Boston  Globe,  Sept.  21,  1980.  
490  handwritten  statement  by  Paula  Snyder,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  
Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
	  	  
248 
considerable  economic  pressure  on  this  area.    We  believe  if  the  
proposed  designation  is  not  granted,  there  is  a  strong  likelihood  
that  this  area’s  unique  and  irreplaceable  architecture  could  
succomb  [sic]  to  commercial  development  and  pressures.491  
  
These  comments  from  the  proposed  historic  district’s  supporters  evince  
some  common  perspectives.    Most  reflect  the  point  of  view  of  small  property  
owners.    Several  of  them  report  being  relative  newcomers  to  the  neighborhood  
and  intentionally  choosing  to  live  there.    A  number  of  them  refer  to  the  beauty  
and  charm  of  the  historic  buildings  in  the  neighborhood,  which  at  least  one  
person  credits  with  fostering  a  sense  of  community.    Another  resident  mentions  
that  the  area  has  drawn  likeminded  people  who  value  what  the  neighborhood  
has  to  offer.    Some  point  to  the  low  state  of  the  neighborhood  some  years  ago,  
noting  with  a  sense  of  pride  and  accomplishment  the  improvement  it  has  
experienced.    Many  express  concern  with  past,  present,  and  potentially  future  
threats  to  the  physical  integrity  of  the  St.  Botolph  area.    And  they  support  
designation  as  a  tool  to  help  deal  with  these  challenges.  
Not  everyone,  however,  supported  the  proposed  district  as  defined  by  the  
Study  Committee.    Half  a  dozen  influential  parties  –  a  public  agency,  a  church,  
individuals,  and  companies  –  suggested  a  reduced  footprint.    The  inclusion  of  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
491  Letter,  Oct.  6,  1981,  from  Albert  R.  De  Pamphilis  &  Peter  O.  Wilde,  Poward  Inc.,  248-­‐‑250  W.  
Newton  St.,  to  BLC,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  
the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
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Huntington  Avenue  received  the  most  sustained  criticism.    Robert  J.  Ryan,  
director  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  acknowledged,  “The  core  of  the  
recommended  district  certainly  merits  the  proposed  designation,”  but  he  
“object[ed]  to  including  the  one-­‐‑parcel  wide  northern  and  western  edges  .  .  .”492  
Additionally,  even  though  a  less  restrictive  category  for  historic  designation  (a  
“protection  area”)  was  possible  for  the  disputed  blocks,  Ryan  opposed  such  a  
classification  in  this  case,  because  he  thought  his  agency’s  jurisdiction  was  
enough.    He  emphasized  “the  BRA’s  commitment  to  sensitivity  on  design  issues  
for  development  bordering  an  area  of  such  architectural  merit.”  493  
Indeed,  the  owners  of  several  adjacent  Huntington  Avenue  parcels  were  
present  to  second  the  BRA’s  position.    “Philip  Hunt  .  .  .  representing  .  .  .  the  
Christian  Science  Church  .  .  .  stated  that  the  church  did  not  want  its  property  
between  Symphony  Towers  and  Cumberland  Street  to  be  included  within  the  
district[.]”    Michael  A.  West,  Treasurer  of  the  Christian  Science  Center,  stated  in  a  
letter  concurrent  with  the  public  hearing,  “This  property  .  .  .  [is]  an  important  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
492  Letter,  Oct.  6,  1981,  from  Robert  J.  Ryan,  Director,  BRA,  to  Pauline  Chase  Harrell,  BLC,  folder:  
“Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  (record  series  5210.006).    BLC  staff  understood  the  area  of  Ryan’s  objections  to  
consist  of  “the  Huntington  Avenue  and  Massachusetts  Avenue  boundaries.”    Minutes  of  the  
Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Oct.  6,  1981;  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  
Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
493  Letter,  Oct.  6,  1981,  from  Robert  J.  Ryan,  Director,  BRA,  to  Pauline  Chase  Harrell,  BLC,  folder:  
“Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
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element  in  the  evolution  of  our  ‘Center.’    It  remains  physically  and  
architecturally  oriented  to  the  Christian  Science  Center.”494    Ronald  M.  Druker,  
owner  of  the  Colonnade  and  Midtown  Hotels  on  Huntington  Avenue,  also  
opposed  designating  that  area.    “We  recognize  that  St.  Botolph  Street  and  the  
blocks  on  either  side  of  St.  Botolph  Street  should  be  brought  within  the  
jurisdiction  of  an  authority  capable  of  regulating  development,”  he  wrote  in  a  
letter  for  the  public  hearing,  but  Huntington  Avenue  was  already  well  regulated  
by  the  Redevelopment  Authority,  and  to  include  it  now  he  thought  redundant,  
inefficient,  and  unfair.    He  pointed  out  that  the  area  is  part  of  the  Fenway  Urban  
Renewal  Plan  of  1965,  which  requires  new  buildings  to  be  in  scale  (and  he  
quoted)  “‘so  that  they  do  not  conflict  with  existing  buildings  of  cultural  or  
architectural  importance.’”    Druker  concluded,  “The  St.  Botolph  area  is  therefore  
already  thoroughly  protected  against  inappropriate  development”  along  
Huntington  Avenue,  as  those  parcels  “are  .  .  .  painstakingly  regulated[,]  and  the  
interests  of  the  community  therein  are  adequately  protected.”    Moreover,  Druker  
opined,  “Double  regulation  to  achieve  identical  ends  would  create  an  unfair  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
494  Letter,  Oct.  6,  1981,  from  Michael  A.  West,  Treasurer,  First  Church  of  Christ,  Scientist,  
Christian  Science  Center,  to  BLC,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  
records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
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burden  on  the  owners  of  the  sites.”495    Further  concurring  with  this  position  was  
“Jim  Nicholson  representing  the  Greenhouse”  Apartments.  496    And  “Frederick  A.  
Stahl  of  Perry,  Dean,  Stahl  and  Rogers  argued  that  Huntington  Avenue  
provide[d]  a  natural  boundary  for  the  district[.]”    As  a  compromise,  he  suggested  
“a  protection  area”  –  the  less  restrictive  designation  –  “would  be  preferable  to  the  
full  inclusion  of  the  disputed  parcels  at  the  northern  and  southern  ends.”497      
Other  critics  specifically  addressed  the  area  nearest  Copley  Place.    
Representatives  of  that  sprawling  development  mounted  the  most  vocal  call  for  
excluding  the  northeastern-­‐‑most  blocks  of  the  St.  Botolph  area  from  the  proposed  
historic  district  (figure  4.4).    “Bill  Byrne  .  .  .  on  behalf  of  the  Urban  Investment  
and  Development  Company,”  the  developer  of  Copley  Place,  asserted  that  the  
blocks  north  and  east  of  Follen  and  Garrison  Streets  ought  to  be  omitted  from  the  
proposed  architectural  conservation  area,  to  form  “a  ‘transitional  zone’  between  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
495  Letter,  Oct.  6,  1981,  from  Ronald  M.  Druker,  The  Druker  Company,  Suite  700,  50  Federal  St.,  to  
BLC,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
496  Minutes  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Oct.  6,  1981;  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  
36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  
5210.006).  
497  Minutes  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Oct.  6,  1981.    Stahl  gave  his  address  on  the  
sign-­‐‑in  sheet  for  the  meeting  as  the  Midtown  Motor  Inn  (on  Huntington  Avenue).    2-­‐‑page  sign-­‐‑in  
sheet,  Oct.  6,  1981,  re  St.  Botolph;  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  
records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).    As  “[h]e  and  his  wife  
lived  for  50  years  in  the  Egyptian  Revival  home  on  Beacon  Hill  they  bought  in  1963,”  it  seems  
likely  that  he  was  engaged  to  speak  at  this  hearing  in  connection  with  possible  redevelopment  
plans  for  the  motel.    Kathleen  McKenna,  “Frederick  Stahl,  82;  architect  with  a  touch  for  
preservation,”  Boston  Globe,  Oct.  1,  2013.  
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St.  Botolph  St.  and  Copley  Square.”498    Kenneth  A.  Himmell,  a  senior  officer  at  
UIDC,  explained  in  a  letter  submitted  to  the  hearing  that  his  company  had  a  
leasehold  interest  in  a  property  in  the  proposed  district,  “bounded  by  Harcourt  
Street,  Huntington  Avenue,  Garrison  Street  and  Alley  401.”    Himmell  began,  “we  
support  with  enthusiasm  the  goal  of  the  St.  Botolph  Committee  to  preserve  the  
architectural  heritage  and  significance  of  its  residential  neighborhood.”    And  he  
pointed  out,  “Throughout  the  planning  and  design  process  for  Copley  Place  we  
have  worked  closely  with  representatives  of  the  neighborhood,  have  addressed  a  
number  of  concerns  expressed  by  the  community,  and  have  adjusted  the  
project’s  design  in  order  to  accommodate  those  concerns.”    Moreover,  he  
affirmed  that  he  wanted  Copley  Place  to  “function  successfully  in  harmony  [with  
its]  neighbors.”    At  the  same  time,  he  asked  that  the  district  “exclude  our  
business-­‐‑zoned  property  along  Huntington  area  [sic]  from  the  proposed  district.”    
This  eastern  end  “includes  several  blocks  of  existing  commercial  property  
unrelated  to  the  architectural  fabric  and  residential  characteristics  of  the  St.  
Botolph  community.”    Among  these  are    
warehouses,  manufacturing  plants,  a  recently-­‐‑constructed  high-­‐‑rise  
elderly  housing  project,  a  school[,]  union  hall  and  several  mixed-­‐‑
use  manufacturing  office  buildings.    The  area  is  visually  separated  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
498  A  map  of  the  UIDC  proposal  is  in  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  
29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
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from  the  St.  Botolph  community  .  .  .  The  buildings  in  the  area  
possess  marginal  architectural  significance,  many  of  which  are  
duplicated  at  scores  of  locations  within  the  City.    It  is  our  
recommendation  that  this  area  (cross-­‐‑hatched  on  the  attached  plan)  
be  excluded  from  the  proposed  district.  
  
He  summed  up  that  area  as  “a  mixed-­‐‑use  transitional  zone  between  the  
residential  character  of  the  St.  Botolph  community  and  the  Copley  Square  
commercial  district.”    Additionally,  excluding  those  blocks  from  the  proposed  
historic  district  would  “permit  some  breathing  space  for  the  Copley  Place  project  
and  its  likely  auxiliary  needs  along  Harcourt  Street.”    “At  the  very  least,  we  
strongly  recommend  that  a  ‘wait  and  see’  policy  be  adopted  to  allow  some  time  
for  the  area  to  economically  mature  and  permit  property  owners  to  realize  the  
full  potential  of  their  buildings  before  inclusion  within  a  conservation  district  .  .  
.”  He  concluded,  “We  believe  Copley  Place  will  complement  the  fabric  of  that  
district  and  hope  that  someday  it  too  will  be  considered  as  landmark  
architecture.”499  
S.  Maxwell  Beal,  owner  (“since  the  late  1920s”)  of  a  commercial  building  
at  30  Garrison  Street,  also  requested  that  the  proposed  boundaries  be  adjusted.    	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
499  Letter,  Oct.  6,  1981,  from  Kenneth  A.  Himmell,  Senior  Vice  President  and  Project  Manager,  
Urban  Investment  &  Development  Co.,  John  Hancock  Tower,  200  Clarendon  St.,  to  BLC,  folder:  
“Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  (record  series  5210.006).    One  latter-­‐‑day  commentator  states,  “Copley  Place  may  lack  
architectural  distinction,  and  its  suburban  aspect  is  at  odds  with  the  urban  fabric  in  the  heart  of  
the  city,  but  this  climate-­‐‑controlled  and  readily  accessible  complex  is  very  popular.”    Morgan,  
Buildings  of  Massachusetts,  164.  
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He  stated  that  his  property  had  been  altered  and  is  one  of  a  number  of  “other  
commercial-­‐‑industrial  type  buildings  in  the  area  under  study,  and  they  do  not  
conform  architecturally  to  the  general  architecture  in  the  very  expansive  area  
under  consideration.”    He  explained  that  many  changes  have  happened  
(“Huntington  Avenue  –  Prudential”)  and  more  are  to  come  (“Copley  Place  
project”).    Consequently,  “it  is  premature  to  create  the  designation  contemplated  
at  this  time.”500    In  addition  to  those  calling  for  boundary  adjustments  to  the  
proposed  historic  district,  one  attendee  “Sherman  Rogan  .  .  .  spoke  in  
[unqualified]  opposition  to  the  designation.”501    With  significant  disagreement  on  
how  to  proceed  concerning  this  proposal,  the  Landmarks  Commission  continued  
the  meeting  one  week  to  October  13.502      
Soon,  those  at  the  first  Landmarks  Commission  meeting  clarified  their  
positions,  and  those  not  in  attendance  made  their  positions  known  in  writing.    
Within  days,  Kenneth  Himmell  of  the  Copley  Place  developers  submitted  a  
“supplement”  to  his  first  letter,  beginning  with  a  conciliatory  tone,  “the  proposed  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
500  Letter,  Oct.  6,  1981,  from  S.  Maxwell  Beal,  Treasurer,  A.  W.  Perry,  Inc.,  Realtors,  to  BLC,  folder:  
“Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
501  Minutes  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Oct.  6,  1981;  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  
36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  
5210.006).  
502  Minutes  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Oct.  6,  1981;  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  




District  is  fundamentally  a  sound  idea.  .  .  We,  again,  want  to  make  clear  our  
endorsement  of  the  proposal  in  general.”    But  “[o]ur  specific  objection  is  .  .  .  the  
District  boundary  as  proposed,”  since  the  area  that  Copley  Place  wants  excluded  
does  not,  he  claimed,  have  the  uniformity  of  the  rest  of  the  district.    Additionally,  
he  said  that  Fenway  Urban  Renewal  Plan  envisioned  “high  rise  development  on  
both  sides  of  Huntington  Avenue  at  Harcourt  Street.”    He  further  maintained  
that  the  process  is  tilted  toward  residents,  even  though  Copley  Place  also  has  an  
interest  in  the  neighborhood.    And  to  be  clear,  he  stated  that  UIDC  did  not  want  
a  “protection  area.”  “For  these  reasons  we  would  like  to  go  on  record  in  the  
strongest  terms  in  opposition  to  the  proposal  as  is  presently  constituted.”503  
In  these  sentiments,  Himmell  found  an  ally  in  David  S.  Brown,  who  wrote  
incisively,  opposing  the  proposed  designation,  especially  of  his  properties  at  39-­‐‑
43-­‐‑45-­‐‑47  St.  Botolph  Street:  
My  buildings  on  St.  Botolph  Street  are  visually  and  physically  
separated  from  the  rest  of  the  neighborhood.    They  comprise  a  
‘block’  that  has  been  artificially  stunted  by  the  Mass.  Turnpike  
cloverleaf.    They  contain  no  fine  detail  or  materials  and  have  no  
particular  architectural  charm.    They  appear  to  have  no  unique  
architectural  significance.    I  purchased  these  buildings  nearly  
nineteen  years  ago  on  the  premise  that  they  were  more  valuable  for  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
503  Letter,  Oct.  9,  1981,  from  Kenneth  A.  Himmel,  Sr.  VP  &  Project  Manager,  Urban  Investment  
and  Dev’p  Co.,  John  Hancock  Tower,  200  Clarendon  St.,  to  Pauline  Chase  Harrell,  BLC,  folder:  
“Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
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the  land  beneath  them  than  for  the  buildings  themselves.    This  is  
obviously  true  today.  
  
Several  times  in  my  lifetime,  agencies  of  the  City  of  Boston  have  
intervened  arifically  [sic]  and  unjustly  to  prevent  me  from  receiving  
the  rewards  of  my  labor  and  risk:  I  have  owned  four  properties  
where  the  Colonnade  now  stands;  two  where  the  Turnpike  lot  
stands,  soon  to  be  developed;  five  more  at  Mass.  Avenue  &  St.  
Botolph  Street  where  another  lot  stands  ready  for  a  high-­‐‑rise,  and  
one  property  which  stood  next  to  Langone’s  Funeral  Parlor  in  
‘Government  Center’.    My  buildings  no  longer  exist.    They  were  
confiscated  from  me.    Inclusion  of  39  to  47  St.  Botolph  Street  within  
your  proposed  boundaries  could  prevent  new  development  of  the  
land  and  thereby  represent  confiscation  in  another  form.  
   I  resist  mightily  the  imposition  of  a  blanket  ‘Landmark’  
status  covering  my  properties  on  St.  Botolph  Street,  which  will  not  
allow  me  to  obtain  their  full  and  fair  market  value.    I  respectfully  
insist  that  they  be  exempted  from  the  boundaries  of  your  proposed  
architectural  historical  district  or  designated  as  non-­‐‑contributing  to  
this  district.  
   I  am  represented  by  counsel,  Shirley  Gersten,  of  Warner  and  
Stackpole,  28  State  Street.    Kindly  communicate  with  her  before  any  
final  decisions  are  made.    Any  decision  to  include  these  properties  
in  such  a  conservation  plan  will  be  appealed.504  
  
Brown’s  situation  presents  an  interesting  case  of  a  private  property  owner  
caught  between  urban  renewal  and  historic  districting.    His  extensive  listing  of  
previous  properties  seized  consists  of  some  taken  for  public  use,  such  as  
Government  Center  and  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike,  and  others  channeled  
through  the  Redevelopment  Authority  to  private  developers  (the  Colonnade  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
504  Letter,  Oct.  9,  1981,  from  David  S.  Brown,  Investment  Real  Estate,  45  St.  Botolph  St.,  to  MM,  
BLC,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
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Hotel,  the  high-­‐‑rise  then  planned  at  the  corner  of  Massachusetts  Avenue  and  St.  
Botolph  Street).    Brown’s  position  complicates  the  conflict  between  urban  
renewal  and  historic  preservation.    While  he  is  a  developer  (or  sought  to  be),  his  
efforts  were  frustrated  by  an  active  public-­‐‑sector  agency  that  used  its  powers  and  
claimed  profits  he  was  hoping  to  achieve  himself.    Paradoxically,  like  
preservationists,  he  wanted  to  restrain  the  broad  powers  of  the  Redevelopment  
Authority;  unlike  preservationists,  he  wanted  to  eventually  tear  down  his  
buildings  to  construct  something  more  commensurate  with  the  value  of  the  
underlying  land.  
By  the  October  13,  when  the  Landmarks  Commission  convened  again,  the  
boundary  question  was  not  settled.    At  the  meeting,  “Terry  Geoghan,  member  of  
the  Study  Committee,  reviewed  on-­‐‑going  discussions  with  the  BRA,  the  
Christian  Science  Church  and  other  property  owners  concerning  the  specific  
boundary  lines  and  side  parcels  for  inclusion  in  the  district.”    And  the  meeting  
was  once  again  continued  –  to  October  27,  when,  it  was  hoped,  “A  final  
recommendation  for  the  boundary  will  be  presented  at  that  time  by  the  Study  
Committee.”505  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
505  Minutes  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Oct.  13,  1981;  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  




In  the  meantime,  rebuttals  to  the  position  staked  out  by  Copley  Place  
came  in.    Richard  H.  Booth,  of  121  St.  Botolph  St.,  supported  designation  all  the  
way  to  Harcourt  Street.    He  noted  that  UIDC  stated  that  it  sought  the  exclusion  
of  parcels  in  the  neighborhood  near  their  land  “to  ‘allow  continued  economic  
development’  and  to  permit  ‘some  breathing  space  for  Copley  Place  and  its  likely  
auxiliary  needs,’”  But  he  pointed  out  that  the  project  was  already  
a  $375  million  complex  occupying  9.5  acres  and  containing  875,000  
sq.  ft.  of  office  space,  two  hotels  with  a  total  of  approximately  2,000  
rooms  and  hundreds  of  thousands  of  square  feet  to  be  used  for  
commercial  and  convention  space.  
  
This  suggestion  by  UIDC  is  the  first  clear  indication  that  they  
expect  to  expand  their  commercial  operations  outside  of  the  
originally  contemplated  area.    Not  only  must  the  surrounding  
neighborhoods  be  concerned  with  the  inadvertent  but  inevitable  
disruptive  effects  of  Copley  Place,  they  must  now  be  concerned  
with  the  intentional  disruption  being  planned.  
  
It  is  absolutely  vital  that  the  eastern  boundary  of  that  District  be  at  
Harcourt  Street,  as  originally  proposed.  .  .  [O]ver  time  the  entire  
neighborhood  will  be  consumed  by  commercial  expansion  if  the  
exception  requested  by  UIDC  is  allowed.506  
  
Thomas  P.  Reardon  articulated  the  most  complete  reply  to  the  Copley  
Place  developers.    He  noted  that  he  “served  the  Saint  Botolph  Citizens’  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
506  Letter,  undated,  from  Richard  H.  Booth,  121  St.  Botolph  St.,  to  Marcia  Myers,  BLC,  folder:  
“Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  (record  series  5210.006).    Although  the  letter  is  undated,  he  refers  to  a  letter  of  Oct.  6,  
1981,  from  UIDC  of  Chicago.  
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Committee  Inc.  as  its  Chairman  of  Real  Property  and  Zoning,  first  liaison  to  the  
Copley  Place  Citizens  Review  Committee,  President  and  Director.”    He  
specifically  rebutted  UIDC’s  claim  that  the  blocks  near  Copley  Place  are  
“‘unrelated  to  the  architectural  fabric  and  residential  characteristics  of  the  St.  
Botolph  Community.’”  “[A]ll  but  three  of  the  structures  [in  that  area]  are  truly  
compatible  to  the  architectural  fabric  of  the  .  .  .  Saint  Botolph  neighborhood  –  
indeed  only  one  of  them  was  constructed  after  1908!”    In  addition,  “16  of  the  23  
buildings  .  .  .  are  residential,  and  they  contain  some  320  occupied  units  of  
housing,  much  of  it  elderly  and  rent-­‐‑controlled.”    Copley  Place  “is  already  the  
largest  private  project  in  Boston.”    In  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area,  “We  have  a  
unique  multi-­‐‑ethnic,  mixed  income  neighborhood”  where  economic  reasoning  
does  not  reckon  with  all  of  the  issues:  “What  we  are  seeking  to  preserve  here  is  
not  just  the  ‘values  of  their  property’  but,  much  more  importantly,  the  values  of  
an  exciting,  vital  and  very  alive  community.”    He  acknowledged  that  he  could  
accept  a  boundary  of  the  alley  separating  Huntington  Avenue  properties  from  
those  on  St.  Botolph,  but  “I  would  strongly  oppose  any  further  efforts,  such  as  
Urban’s,  to  further  dilute  the  impact  of  the  proposed  designation  on  our  
community.”507  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
507  Letter,  undated,  from  Thomas  P.  Reardon,  106  St.  Botolph  St.,  to  Marcia  Myers,  BLC,  folder:  
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Mary  Lou  Wharton  of  41  St.  Botolph  Street  –  sandwiched  between  two  of  
developer  David  S.  Brown’s  properties  referred  to  above  –  echoed  many  of  the  
concerns  about  past,  present,  and  future  threats  to  the  neighborhood,  where  she  
hoped  to  continue  to  live:  
I  have  lived  at  this  address  for  over  twenty  years  and  have  seen  
many  changes  take  place,  including  the  construction  of  the  
Massachusetts  Turnpike  which  took  a  number  of  homes  from  the  
block  in  which  I  live,  and  the  residences  of  many  artists  who  lived  
in  the  area.  
  
Today,  I  am  faced  with  the  noise  and  inconvenience  of  the  
construction  of  Copley  Place  and  the  demands  of  many  speculators  
that  I  sell  out  for  a  higher  and  better  use.  
  
I  don’t  want  to  move.    I  enjoy  my  home,  and  think  that  after  twenty  
years,  I  could  participate  in  the  better  neighborhood  that  is  being  
created  by  many  people  here  on  St.  Botolph  Street.508  
  
Margaret  Tommasini,  a  professor  of  English  at  Boston  State  College,  and  
“a  resident  of  the  St.  Botolph  Street  neighborhood  and  owner  of  both  a  single-­‐‑
family  home  and  a  multi-­‐‑unit  apartment  building  in  that  neighborhood,”  
emphasized  that  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  district  should  not  be  altered  to  
suit  the  developers  of  Copley  Place:  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
“Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  (record  series  5210.006).    Although  the  letter  is  undated,  he  writes  that  he  is  
responding  to  “Ken  Himmel’s  letters  of  the  6th  and  9th  of  October.”  
508  Letter,  Oct.  15,  1981,  from  Mary  Lou  Wharton,  41  St.  Botolph  St.,  to  Marcia  Myers,  BLC,  folder:  
“Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
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I  .  .  .  feel  very  strongly  that  the  boundaries  should  remain  as  
established  by  our  St.  Botolph  Landmarks  Committee.    Specifically,  
I  believe  it  is  essential  that  the  eastern  end  boundary  of  the  area  
should  remain  at  Harcourt  Street.  
  
This  eastern  area  is  replete  with  important  historical  buildings—as  is  the  
entire  area  under  consideration.509  
  
Michael  H.  Stearns,  a  resident  of  Durham  Street,  also  supported  the  
designation  “as  currently  written:”  
Any  deviation  from  the  plan,  especially  at  its  eastern  boundary  of  
Harcourt  Street,  would  exclude  a  number  of  historically  and  
architecturally  important  buildings  from  landmarks  designation.    
These  are  structures  which  are  equal  in  significance  to  all  others  in  
the  neighborhood.510  
  
James  W.  Freeman,  an  architect  with  offices  at  9  Harcourt  Street  –  the  
address  of  the  historic  Connick  stained  glass  studio  –  was  very  familiar  with  the  
design  issues,  the  impact  of  Copley  Place  across  the  street,  and  the  adjacent  
historic  buildings:  
We  have  maintained  offices  here  .  .  .  for  the  past  6  years,  and  
although  we  look  to  the  new  Copley  Place  development  with  
anticipation,  at  the  same  time  we  are  anxious  that  the  quality  and  
scale  of  our  own  immediate  neighborhood  be  preserved.  
  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
509  Letter,  Oct.  18,  1981,  from  Margaret  Tommasini,  Ph.D.,  Associate  Professor  of  English,  Boston  
State  College,  to  Marcia  Myers,  BLC,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  
29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
510  Letter,  Oct.  21,  1981,  from  Michael  H.  Stearns,  5  Durham  St.,  to  Marcia  Myers,  BLC,  folder:  
“Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
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Freeman  wrote  that  developers  demand  “our  end  of  the  district  from  Follen  St.  to  
Harcourt  St.  be  excluded  from  the  area  designation”  because  “this  area  could  be  
used  as  a  buffer  zone  between  Copley  Place  and  the  more  residential  zone.    I  
think  that  the  suggestion  is  self-­‐‑serving  and  ignores  the  fact  that  there  are:  
a. already  a  number  of  residential  buildings  in  that  area.  
b. buildings  of  some  architectural  merit,  such  as  the  Vesper  George  
School  of  Art  and  Boston  Musician  Association  (Musician  
Historical  Relief  Society)  and  Garrison  Hall.  
c. that  the  craft  and  professional  services  housed  in  our  buildings  at  9-­‐‑
15  Harcourt  St.  are  and  have  been  an  appropriate  neighbor  to  the  
residential  area  –  that  no  better  buffer  could  be  devised.  
  
We  hope  those  who  are  responsible  for  developing  the  new  Boston  
do  not  lose  sight  of  the  qualities  that  have  made  it  a  good  place  to  
live  and  work.511  
  
In  the  final  few  days  before  the  Landmarks  Commission  meeting  on  
October  27,  the  proposed  historic  district’s  supporters  and  detractors  continued  
to  submit  comments.    A  new  objector  appeared  in  the  form  of  the  Vesper  George  
School  of  Art.  John  M.  Corcoran,  representing  the  school  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  
Fletcher  Adams,  “the  principal  stockholders  in  the  corporation,”  wrote  to  say  
that  they  were  “firmly  and  totally  opposed  to  the  proposed”  district.    He  pointed  
out  that  their  building  “has  a  substantial  financial  value  in  its  present  location,”  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
511  Letter,  Oct.  23,  1981,  from  James  W.  Freeman,  9  Harcourt  St.,  to  Marcia  Myers,  BLC,  folder:  
“Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
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and  “[a]ny  designation  .  .  .  will  seriously  and  permanently  diminish  its  value  as  a  
school,  as  a  business  and  as  an  investment.”    Consequently  the  building  should  
be  exempt  from  the  regulatory  burden  of  designation  or  listed  as  
noncontributing.    Corcoran  concluded,  “My  clients  .  .  .  will  exercise  all  their  legal  
rights  of  appeal  in  order  to  protect  their  interests.”512    
But  most  voices  were  in  favor  of  the  proposed  historic  district.    Beyond  
homeowners,  at  least  one  renter,  Lois  Meisler,  expressed  support  for  the  
designation:  “I  have  recently  moved  to  St.  Botolph  St.,  and  as  a  renter  and  
possible  future  owner,  I  chose  the  area  for  it’s  [sic]  unique  beauty.”513    The  
neighborhood  also  received  support  from  allies  in  the  South  End.    Carolyn  A.  
Gritter,  President  of  the  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association  of  the  South  End,  
advised  resisting  the  demands  of  the  Copley  Place  investors  and  employing  all  
available  legal  means  to  restrain  development:  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
512  Letter,  Oct.  23,  1981,  from  John  M.  Corcoran  to  the  BLC,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  
“St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  
5210.006).    Two  days  earlier,  Fletcher  P.  Adams  had  written  to  the  St.  Botolph  Citizens  Committee  
to  express  his  opposition  to  the  inclusion  of  the  school  in  district  and  to  designation  as  a  whole,  
although  in  that  document  he  did  not  provide  any  reasons.    Letter,  Oct.  21,  1981,  from  Fletcher  P.  
Adams,  President,  Vesper  George  School  of  Art,  44  Saint  Botolph  St.,  to  Terrence  Geoghegan,  St.  
Botolph  Citizens’  Committee,  Inc.,  24  Cumberland  St.,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  
Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
513  Letter,  Oct.  24,  1981,  from  Lois  Meisler,  106  St.  Botolph  St.,  to  Marcia  Myers,  BLC,  folder:  
“Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
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The  destiny  of  the  St.  Botolph  neighborhood  or  any  other  should  
not  be  left  to  the  heavy  hand  of  insensitive  developers  and  their  
economic  will.    Private  investment  may  shape  cities,  but  social  
ideas  (and  laws)  shape  private  investment.    The  City  of  Boston’s  
architectural  preservation  decisions  should  not  be  based  on  the  
growth  needs  for  future  profitability  of  any  particular  entity.514  
  
Rupert  A.  M.  Davis,  Chair  of  the  Boston  Preservation  Alliance,  a  nonprofit  
citywide  advocacy  organization,  wrote  to  say  that  his  group  
shares  the  concern  of  the  study  committee  that  the  parcels  of  land  
abutting  Huntington  Avenue  and  Massachusetts  Avenue  should  be  
developed  in  a  way  that  is  compatible  with  the  residential  make-­‐‑up  
of  the  district.  
  
The  Alliance  would  also  like  to  urge  the  inclusion  of  Follen,  
Garrison  and  Harcourt  Streets  in  the  proposed  district.    The  nature  
of  the  area  will  surely  be  compromised  unless  these  streets  are  
included.    Further[,]  that  particular  locale  has  associations  with  
stained  glass  making  and  book  binding  (as  in  the  present  Harcourt  
Bindery).    The  Vesper  George  School  of  Art  is  also  located  there.    
This  ambience  should  be  preserved.    Further[,]  that  end  of  the  
proposed  district  will  abut  Copley  Place  and  its  development:  the  
two  areas  should  have  a  sharp  demarkation  [sic]  line  unless  the  St.  
Botolph  area  is  to  be  compromised.515  
  
In  the  end,  it  was  agreed  to  modify  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  district  
to  exclude  properties  facing  Massachusetts  Avenue  and  Huntington  Avenue  but  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
514  Letter,  Oct.  25,  1981,  from  Carolyn  A.  Gritter,  President,  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association  of  the  
South  End,  52  Chandler  St.,  to  Pauline  Chase  Harrell,  BLC,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  
“St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
515  Letter,  Oct.  27,  1981,  from  Rupert  A.  M.  Davis,  Chairman,  Boston  Preservation  Alliance,  25  
West  St.,  to  Pauline  Chase  Harrell,  BLC,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  
Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
	  	  
265 
to  retain  those  blocks  east  of  Follen  and  Garrison  Streets  (figure  4.5).516    The  
Redevelopment  Authority,  the  Christian  Science  Church,  the  Greenhouse  
Apartments,  and  the  Colonnade  Hotel  all  dropped  their  concerns,  while  Copley  
Place,  Sherman  Rogan,  and  Maxwell  Beal  still  remained  opposed.    In  all,  as  the  
controversy  reached  its  final  stages,  Landmarks  Commission  staff  enumerated  35  
letters  and  statements  in  favor  and  six  against.517      
In  November,  the  head  of  the  Boston  Housing  Authority,  Lewis  H.  
Spence,  expressed  his  support  of  the  designation,  since    
The  neighborhood  quality  of  the  St.  Botolph  area  contributes  to  the  
comfort  and  well-­‐‑being  of  the  elderly  and  handicapped  residents  of  
St.  Botolph  House,  a  BHA  elderly  development  located  at  70  St.  
Botolph  Street.    Any  major  changes  to  the  usage  of  the  property  
surrounding  that  facility  would  greatly  impact  the  life-­‐‑style  of  our  
tenants.518  
  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
516  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Report  of  the  St.  Botolph  Study  Committee  on  the  Potential  
Designation  of  the  St.  Botolph  Area  as  an  Architectural  Conservation  District  under  Chapter  772  
of  the  Acts  of  1975,  4.    The  map  in  the  report  of  the  study  committee  showing  the  reduced  extent  
of  the  proposed  historic  district  is  dated  “9/81,”  the  same  date  as  the  larger  map  in  the  City  
Archives.    In  light  of  the  protests  voiced  in  early  October  to  the  bigger  district,  it  appears  that  
Landmarks  Commission  staff  back-­‐‑dated  the  revised  map  to  September.  
517  PERSONS  WHO  HAVE  SUBMITTED  LETTERS  OR  STATEMENTS  IN  FAVOR  OF  
DESIGNATION  OF  THE  ST.  BOTOLPH  AREA  and  PERSONS  WHO  HAVE  SUMBITTED  
LETERS  [sic]  OR  STATEMENTS  IN  OPPOSITION  TO  THE  DESIGNATION  OF  THE  ST.  
BOTOLPH  AREA  AS  VOTED,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  
records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
518  Letter,  Nov.  9,  1981,  from  Lewis  H.  Spence,  Receiver/Administrator,  Boston  Housing  Authority,  
52  Chauncy  St.,  to  Marcia  Myers,  BLC,  folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  
Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
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Interestingly,  this  must  be  the  “recently-­‐‑constructed  high-­‐‑rise  elderly  housing  
project”  that  one  of  the  Copley  Place  developers  cited  as  justification  for  
excluding  this  area  from  the  designated  historic  district.  
In  addition  to  the  many  letters  of  support,  advocates  for  designation  
submitted  a  nineteen-­‐‑page  petition  with  179  names  (including  seven  nonresident  
owners),  signed  between  September  and  November  of  1981.519  
On  November  10,  after  multiple  continuations,  the  Landmarks  
Commission  voted  to  designate  the  St.  Botolph  area  an  Architectural  
Conservation  District.    Mayor  Kevin  White  approved  this  act  on  December  1,  
subject  to  the  City  Council’s  review  and  approval  within  30  days.520    The  Council  
referred  the  question  to  its  Committee  on  Urban  Resources,  which  soon  
recommended  that  it  ought  to  pass  –  but  with  one  addendum  that  points  to  the  
tenacious  objections  of  one  of  the  key  opponents:  The  City  Council  approved  the  
designation  with  the  proviso  that  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  between  the  
Landmarks  Commission  and  UIDC  be  written  to  make  it  clear  that  the  Copley  
Place  side  of  Harcourt  Street  would  be  explicitly  excluded  from  the  district.521  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
519  Folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  “St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29,  records  of  the  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
520  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Dec.  2,  1981.  
521  Minutes  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  Dec.  23  and  30,  1981.  
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Shortly  before  the  middle  of  January  1982,  the  Landmarks  Commission  
received  a  petition  to  this  effect.    It  was  noted,    “The  developers  of  Copley  Place  .  
.  .  [wanted]  to  avoid  further  complications  for  the  project.    [And]  Harcourt  Street  
(the  public  way  itself)  is  not  essential  to  the  character  of  the  Saint  Botolph  Street  
District.”  522    In  March,  the  Landmarks  Commission  held  a  public  hearing  at  City  
Hall,  regarding  this  “technical  correction:  moving  the  northeasterly  boundary  of  
the  district  from  the  northeasterly  side  line  of  Harcourt  Street  to  the  
southwesterly  side  line  of  Harcourt  Street.    No  other  boundary  changes  are  
proposed.”523    As  summer  began,  Landmarks  Commission  Chair  Pauline  Chase  
Harrell  explained  in  a  letter  to  Mayor  White  that  the  proposed  amendment  was  
“[a]t  the  request  of  attorneys  for  Urban  Investment  and  Development  Company,  
[and  that]  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  has  voted,  following  a  public  
hearing,  to  support  the  measure.    She  expressed  “hope  [that  the  Mayor  would]  
approve  this  technical  revision  and  forward  it  to  the  City  Council  for  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
522  Petition  form,  received  on  Jan.  12,  1982,  signed,  Pauline  Chase  Harrell,  folder:  “Petition  #62  St.  
Botolph  Street  Architectural  Conservation  District  (amended),”  Box  29  (BLC  Study  report  files),  
BLC  records  (record  series  5210.006).  
523  Notice  of  public  hearing,  Feb.  16,  1982,  to  take  place  at  City  Hall  on  March  9,  1982,  re  
“proposed  revision”  of  district  boundary,  folder:  “Public  Hearing  #62  Revision  to  the  St.  Botolph  
St.  district,”  Box  29  (BLC  Study  report  files),  BLC  records  (record  series  5210.006).  
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approval.”524    Mayor  White  did  so  on  July  14,  and  the  City  Clerk  referred  the  
matter  to  the  City  Council,  which  had  “thirty  days  or  until  August  13,  1982  in  
which  to  approve/disapprove  this  revision.”525    No  objections  came.  
By  August,  the  City  Council  was  beginning  to  hold  hearings  concerning  
“appointment  and  confirmation  of  members  and  alternate  members  of  the  St.  
Botolph  St.  Architectural  Conservation  District  Commission”526    By  November,  
that  process  was  complete.    Helen  Jordan  and  John  Warshaver  were  appointed  as  
local  regular  members,  Alfred  Greenwood  and  Stephanie  Pendleton  were  named  
as  local  alternate  members,  and  John  Cooke  and  James  Alexander  were  selected  
as  representatives  of  the  Landmarks  Commission.  527  
By  December,  one  journalist  described  the  area  as  “the  city’s  newest  
historic  ‘protectorate,’”  as  it  “now  joins  Back  Bay,  Beacon  Hill,  and  Bay  State  
Road  as  part  of  Boston’s  ‘untouchables.’”    Neighborhood  resident  Stephanie  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
524  Letter,  June  25,  1982,  from  Pauline  Chase  Harrell  to  Mayor  White,  folder:  “Petition  #62  St.  
Botolph  Street  Architectural  Conservation  District  (amended),”  Box  29  (BLC  Study  report  files),  
BLC  records  (record  series  5210.006).  
525  Letter,  July  20,  1982,  from  Barry  T.  Hynes,  City  Clerk,  to  the  City  Council,  folder:  “Petition  #62  
St.  Botolph  Street  Architectural  Conservation  District  (amended),”  Box  29  (BLC  Study  report  
files),  BLC  records  (record  series  5210.006).  
526  Notice,  Aug.  20,  1982,  from  Frederick  C.  Langone,  Chairman,  Boston  City  Council,  re  public  
hearing  of  the  Committee  on  Urban  Resources  on  Thursday,  Sept.  9,  1982  at  11:00  am  in  Council  
Chambers,  folder:  Petition  #36  St.  Botolph  Post  Designation,  Box  29,  BLC  Study  report  files,  
record  series  5210.006.  
527  6  letters,  Nov.  9,  1982,  from  City  Clerk  certifying  the  appointment  of  members  to  the  St.  
Botolph  Street  Architectural  Conservation  District  Commission,  folder:  Petition  #36  St.  Botolph  
Post  Designation,  Box  29,  BLC  Study  report  files,  record  series  5210.006.  
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Pendleton  summarized  her  position  in  favor  of  the  designation  in  saying,  “I  
think  just  about  any  neighborhood  with  a  lot  of  development  in  and  around  it  
should  be  made  a  landmark.”528  
The  effort  to  designate  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  an  historic  district  shares  
many  themes  that  emerged  in  other  campaigns  to  create  such  districts  in  Boston,  
such  as  the  residents’  commitment  to  urban  life  and  concerns  about  what  “the  
New  Boston”  would  mean  for  neighborhoods.    In  some  respects,  the  experience  
of  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  paralleled  that  of  Beacon  Hill,  in  that  both  
neighborhoods  were  in  close  proximity  to  large-­‐‑scale  urban  renewal  projects:  the  
West  End  and  Government  Center  in  the  case  of  Beacon  Hill,  and  Copley  Place,  
the  Christian  Science  Center,  and  the  Prudential  Center  in  the  case  of  the  St.  
Botolph  Street  area.    Indeed,  the  significance  of  Harcourt  Street  as  a  clear  line  
separating  an  historic  area  to  be  preserved  from  an  adjacent  area  to  be  
completely  redeveloped  resembles  the  tussle  in  1963  over  Bowdoin  Street  as  a  
significant  demarcation  line  between  the  North  Slope  of  Beacon  Hill  and  new  
development  just  across  the  street.    But  in  the  level  of  controversy  –  and  the  
many  surviving  records  of  positions  taken  on  either  side  of  the  question  –  this  
recalls  the  battle  to  designate  the  Back  Bay.    In  that  case,  through  numerous  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
528  Mark  Fischer,  “Saving  face  on  St.  Botolph  St.,”  Boston  Ledger,  Dec.  6-­‐‑13,  1982,  n.p.      
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public  hearings,  stenographers  recorded  the  statements  of  those  on  all  sides  of  
the  issue.    Similarly,  in  discussing  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area,  people  flooded  City  
Hall  with  letters  and  statements,  making  their  positions  known  in  their  own  
words,  permitting  latter-­‐‑day  students  of  the  controversy  to  better  understand  
their  motives,  reasoning,  and  feelings.    Finally,  the  effort  to  designate  the  St.  
Botolph  Street  area  shows  some  similarity  to  the  campaign  on  Ashmont  Hill,  in  
that  the  nascent  back-­‐‑to-­‐‑the-­‐‑city  movement  was  becoming  increasingly  visible  
during  the  1970s.    The  availability  of  affordable  urban  properties,  their  
convenient  proximity  to  the  center  of  the  city,  and  their  intriguing  architectural  
character  drew  a  new  kind  of  resident  to  these  neighborhoods.    While  an  earlier  
generation  of  citizens  like  John  Codman  on  Beacon  Hill  comfortably  harnessed  
the  real  estate  market  with  local  governmental  controls  to  encourage  
preservation,  the  urban  pioneers  of  the  1970s  on  Ashmont  Hill  and  in  the  St.  
Botolph  Street  area  took  a  more  countercultural  point  of  view.    They  deferred  
less  to  business  values  and  were  more  overt  in  protesting  against  large-­‐‑scale  
developers  and  the  massive  economic  power  they  represented.    These  new  
urbanites  also  began  to  articulate  diversity  as  a  characteristic  of  the  city  that  they  
explicitly  valued.    This  ethos  became  a  more  central  feature  of  the  historic-­‐‑district  





Bay  Village  was  the  next  neighborhood  in  Boston  to  succeed  in  
campaigning  for  an  historic  district.    Like  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area,  Bay  Village  
was  a  small  community  that  embraced  this  approach  to  urban  conservation  as  a  
result  of  intense  pressures  from  the  surrounding  city.    But  the  nature  of  those  
pressures  varied  considerably  from  St.  Botolph  Street  area.    There  was  no  threat  
quite  as  large  and  looming  as  Copley  Place  in  Bay  Village;  yet  residents  
embraced  historic-­‐‑district  designation  as  one  tool  to  improve  their  quality  of  life  
and  gain  a  measure  of  home  rule.  
The  Church  Street  district,  as  Bay  Village  was  earlier  known,  grew  on  
filled  land  west  of  downtown  Boston.    From  1825  through  the  end  of  the  
nineteenth  century,  rows  of  small  brick  townhouses  came  to  line  the  streets.    As  
noted  earlier,  during  the  1860s,  the  entire  area  was  subject  to  an  additional  round  
of  filling  to  prevent  flooding  and  improve  drainage,  and  houses  and  streets  were  
raised  wholesale.    The  neighborhood  became  especially  popular  with  builders  
and  tradespeople,  such  as  carpenters,  masons,  and  paperhangers,  who  worked  in  
construction  in  areas  like  Beacon  Hill.    Houses  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  
neighborhood,  nearest  the  original  Boston  shoreline  and  consequently  the  first  to  
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be  filled  and  built  upon,  exhibit  the  Federal  and  Greek  revival  styles.    Buildings  
in  the  western  part  of  the  area,  filled  and  built  upon  later,  show  a  variety  of  
Victorian  modes.529    As  Irish  immigrants  came  to  take  up  residence  in  the  Church  
Street  District,  it  became  known  as  Kerry  Village,  named  after  the  County  from  
which  many  of  the  residents  were  drawn.530  
By  the  early  twentieth  century,  the  neighborhood  began  to  change  in  
several  significant  ways.    First,  many  of  the  workers  who  had  long  lived  there  
moved  out  to  more  desirable  areas,  as  their  increased  means  now  permitted.    
Secondly,  light  industry  and  commercial  uses  moved  in,  such  as  movie  studio  
facilities.    And  thirdly,  nightlife  of  all  kinds  found  a  home  in  this  part  of  the  city,  
including  Prohibition-­‐‑era  speakeasies,531  Depression-­‐‑era  clubs  like  the  doomed  
Cocoanut  Grove,532  and  early  gay  bars.533  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
529  Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts,  130-­‐‑131;  Bay  Village  Community  Advisors,  Bay  Village  
Historic  District  Study  Report  (Boston:  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  June  30,  1983),  i.,  6-­‐‑7.  
530  Neil  Miller,  “The  Battle  of  Bay  Village,”  Boston  Magazine,  July  1981  (Volume  73,  Number  7),  99;  
J.  Anthony  Lukas,  Common  Ground:  A  Turbulent  Decade  in  the  Lives  of  Three  American  Families  (New  
York:  Alfred  A.  Knopf,  1985),  73.  
531  Neil  Miller,  “The  Battle  of  Bay  Village,”  Boston  Magazine,  July  1981  (Volume  73,  Number  7),  99,  
131.  
532  The  Cocoanut  Grove  nightclub  burned  on  November  28,  1952,  killing  486  persons.    Lewis  A.  
Erenberg,  “From  New  York  to  Middletown:  Repeal  and  the  Legitimization  of  Nightlife  in  the  
Great  Depression,”  American  Quarterly,  Vol.  38,  No.  5  (Winter  1986),  774.  
533  Gay  nightlife  in  Boston  initially  flourished  in  lower  Washington  Street,  which  was  known  as  
“gay  Times  Square.”    “After  the  war,  much  of  Boston’s  gay  activity  migrated  from  Washington  
Street  to  the  Bay  Village/South  Cove  area.”    One  venue  in  Bay  Village,  Jacques,  “became  a  gay  bar  
in  the  mid-­‐‑1940s.”    The  Napoleon  Club  transitioned  from  speakeasy  to  legal  bar.    “Under  new  
ownership  in  1952,  it  became  a  gay  bar.”    The  History  Project,  Improper  Bostonians:  Lesbian  and  Gay  
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By  the  1950s,  there  were  hints  of  what  would  become  a  neighborhood  
renaissance.    Residents  formed  a  neighborhood  association,  patterned  on  those  
on  Beacon  Hill  and  in  the  Back  Bay.534    New  people  started  to  supplement  the  
existing  population.535    And  the  area  became  a  gay-­‐‑friendly  residential  quarter,  
supplementing  its  role  as  a  locus  of  gay  nightlife.536    During  the  following  
decade,  those  with  an  eye  toward  the  marketing  of  the  area  renamed  it  “Bay  
Village,”  and  Mary  Van  Meter  of  the  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  
performed  a  survey  of  historic  buildings  in  the  area  (figure  4.6).537    At  the  same  
time,  other  kinds  of  change  were  in  the  air.    From  1962  to  1965,  the  Massachusetts  
Turnpike  Authority  extended  the  Turnpike  into  Boston,  widening  the  existing  
rail  corridor  immediately  to  the  south  of  Bay  Village  and  creating  further  visual  
separation  from  the  South  End.538    At  the  same  time,  the  Redevelopment  
Authority  included  Bay  Village  in  the  South  Cove  urban  renewal  area.    While  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
History  from  the  Puritans  to  Playland  (Boston:  Beacon  Press,  1998),  160-­‐‑162,  164  (“Gay  Times  
Square”),  168  (“After  the  war.  .  .”,  Napoleon  Cub),  172  (Jacques).  
534  John  King,  “A  slice  of  history:  Bay  Village  seeks  historical  designation  to  preserve  its  character,”  
Boston  Ledger,  Feb.  7-­‐‑14,  1983,  2.  
535  Whitehill  and  Kennedy,  Boston:  A  Topographical  History  (3rd  edition,  enlarged),  223;  Neil  Miller,  
“The  Battle  of  Bay  Village,”  Boston  Magazine,  July  1981  (Volume  73,  Number  7),  131.  
536  The  History  Project,  Improper  Bostonians:  Lesbian  and  Gay  History  from  the  Puritans  to  Playland  
(Boston:  Beacon  Press,  1998),  160-­‐‑162,  168-­‐‑169,  172.  
537  Neil  Miller,  “The  Battle  of  Bay  Village,”  Boston  Magazine,  July  1981  (Volume  73,  Number  7),  99;  
Mary  Van  Meter,  Bay  Village  or  the  Church  Street  District:  A  Survey  of  its  History  and  Some  of  Its  
Buildings  and  Inhabitants  (Boston:  The  Bostonian  Society,  1970),  16  pp.  
538  Rubin,  Insuring  the  City,  165.  
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this  plan  focused  on  extensive  new  hospital  and  university  development  in  
nearby  Chinatown,  the  BRA  also  called  for  the  construction  of  some  new  
buildings  within  Bay  Village  itself  (figure  4.7),  which,  in  theory,  would  honor  the  
goal  of  “[retaining]  the  intimate  character  of  the  neighborhood.”539    Moreover,  
north  of  Bay  Village,  the  Redevelopment  Authority  and  private  developers  were  
eying  sites  in  the  vicinity  of  Park  Plaza  for  high-­‐‑rise  construction.540    Conflicts  
also  erupted  as  residents  –  gay  and  straight  –  dealt  with  the  many  nightclubs  in  
the  area  and  attempted  to  reduce  associated  negative  impacts  like  late-­‐‑night  
noise  and  street  prostitution.541  
On  December  15,  1975  –  just  as  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  was  
coming  into  existence  –  some  members  of  the  Bay  Village  Neighborhood  
Association  formed  an  Historical  Committee  to  explore  the  possibility  of  the  area  
being  designated  an  historic  district.    They  found  themselves  in  a  curious  legal  
position:  As  a  result  of  closed-­‐‑door  negotiations  with  the  Boston  Municipal  
Research  Bureau,  areas  in  a  large  swath  of  downtown  Boston  –  north  of  the  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
539  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  Urban  Renewal  Plan,  South  Cove  Urban  Renewal  Area,  June  8,  
1965,  6.    In  succeeding  decades,  Tufts  University  developed  an  extensive  medical  campus  in  
Chinatown,  including  Tufts  Medical  Center,  constructed  at  755  Washington  St.  according  to  
designs  by  Perry,  Dean,  Rogers  and  Partners.    Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts:  Metropolitan  
Boston,  126-­‐‑127.  
540  Bay  Village  Community  Advisors,  Bay  Village  Historic  District  Study  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  June  30,  1983),  3;  Neil  Miller,  “The  Battle  of  Bay  Village,”  Boston  
Magazine,  July  1981  (Volume  73,  Number  7),  132.  
541  Miller,  “The  Battle  of  Bay  Village,”  97-­‐‑99,  131-­‐‑135.  
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Massachusetts  Turnpike  Extension  and  east  of  Massachusetts  Avenue  –  could  
not  be  designated  as  historic  districts  under  the  new  act  that  created  the  
Landmarks  Commission.    (The  BLC  could  only  list  individual  landmarks  in  that  
area.)542    At  the  same  time,  another  avenue  to  accomplishing  the  same  end  lay  
open:  utilizing  the  procedures  outlined  in  the  Historic  Sites  Act  of  1960,  the  
enabling  statute  known  as  Chapter  40C  of  the  General  Laws  of  Massachusetts,  
that  permitted  municipalities  to  create  historic  districts  as  long  as  local  
authorities  followed  certain  protocols.    That  act  was  not  in  place  during  the  
1950s,  when  Beacon  Hillers  sought  designation.    Consequently,  they  went  
straight  to  the  state  legislature  for  a  special  act.    But  a  decade  later  activists  in  the  
Back  Bay  initially  tried  to  have  their  neighborhood  listed  using  the  new  law.    The  
City  (especially  Mayor  Collins)  proved  unreceptive  to  the  idea,  and  the  Back  Bay  
leadership  turned  to  the  method  that  had  worked  before  on  Beacon  Hill:  a  special  
act  of  the  legislature.    But  in  Bay  Village  by  the  1970s,  with  Kevin  White  as  
Mayor  and  with  a  citywide  preservation  law  now  on  the  books  (even  if  it  was  not  
as  robust  as  initially  envisioned),  the  time  seemed  right  to  try  once  again  using  
the  Chapter  40C  process.      
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
542  For  a  fuller  account  of  that  controversy,  see  the  previous  chapter  of  this  dissertation.  
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By  1976,  the  national  bicentennial  year,  Historical  Committee  volunteers  
undertook  expanding  Mary  Van  Meter’s  earlier  survey  of  the  neighborhood.543    
Among  those  working  on  this  project  were  Mary  Edwards  (a  Radcliffe-­‐‑educated  
teacher,  dean,  and  hospital  administrator),544  June  McCourt  (who  lived  with  her  
psychiatrist  husband  in  a  converted  film  company  building),545  and  Edgar  M.  
Bingham,  Jr.  (“head  of  the  antiques  department  at  Shreve,  Crump  &  Lowe”).546    
In  1979,  residents  took  the  first  legal  steps  in  their  campaign,  with  the  
neighborhood  association  officially  requesting  on  July  20  that  the  Mayor  and  the  
Landmarks  Commission  consider  designating  the  area  an  historic  district.    In  
accordance  with  Boston’s  citywide  preservation  law,  the  Landmarks  
Commission  served  as  the  Study  Committee  for  historic-­‐‑district  requests  made  
under  Chapter  40C.    The  BLC  and  their  staff  solicited  and  received  neighborhood  
participation  in  the  project.    Five  “Community  Advisors”  worked  on  creating  a  
Study  Report:  Susan  Straight  (“a  program  analyst  at  New  England  Mutual  Life  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
543  Dated  and  signed  draft  site-­‐‑file  forms  (“Form  B”)  for  Bay  Village,  Massachusetts  Historical  
Commission,  Boston.    
544  “Mary  Edwards,  70  Former  educator,  hospital  aide,”  Boston  Globe,  June  6,  1991,  no  pg  cit.    
Among  other  buildings,  Mary  Edwards  worked  on  site  files  for  33  Church  St.  and  40  Melrose  St.  
545  Virginia  Bohlin,  “From  eyesore  to  showplace,”  Boston  Globe,  May  26,  1978,  25;  Jacqueline  
Tempera,  “June  McCourt,  activist  in  Hub’s  Bay  Village  historic  district,”  Boston  Globe,  April  3,  
2015,  B8.    June  McCourt  surveyed  18,  42,  46,  and  48  Fayette  St.;  1,  4,  7,  12,  18,  22,  24,  33,  34,  41,  46,  
and  54  Melrose  St.;  and  her  own  home  of  16  Piedmont  St.  
546  Margo  Miller,  “BCA:  Promises,  promises,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  6,  1977,  H22.    Edgar  Bingham  




who  moved  into  the  neighborhood  .  .  .  in  1968”),547  Ann  Phillips  (who  resided  in  
the  area  since  1970),548  Brian  Marcus  (“an  associate  dean  at  Brandeis  
University”),549  Susan  Wadsworth,550  and  Mary  Edwards  (who  had  been  working  
on  the  survey).551      Other  people  who  lived  in  the  area  under  study  as  an  historic  
district  “actively  participated  in”  the  process,  too.    These  included  Timothy  
McFeeley  (an  attorney  who  lived  at  the  same  address  as  Brian  Marcus),552  
Terrence  Janericco  (a  cooking  instructor),553  John  Giangregorio,554  Dennis  Perry,555  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
547  Neil  Miller,  “The  Battle  of  Bay  Village,”  Boston  Magazine,  July  1981  (Volume  73,  Number  7),  
131.  
548  “Police  vow  to  patrol  Bay  Village,”  Boston  Globe,  July  3,  1980,  1.  
549  Brian  Marcus  lived  at  35  Melrose  St.    Diane  Nottle,  “Imaginative  city  dwellers  savor  the  urban  
oasis  called  a  courtyard,”  Boston  Globe,  July  6,  1984,  1.      
550  Susan  Wadsworth  lived  at  44  Fayette  St.    Minutes/transcript  of  meeting  of  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission,  250  Stuart  St.,  Dec.  7,  1982,  folder:  “Bay  Village  Ordinance,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  
report  files”),  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
551  Mary  Edwards  lived  at  54  Fayette  Street.    Minutes/transcript  of  meeting  of  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission,  250  Stuart  St.,  Dec.  7,  1982,  folder:  “Bay  Village  Ordinance,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  
report  files”),  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
552  Timothy  McFeeley  was  born  into  a  blue-­‐‑collar  family  and  raised  in  Fulton  County,  New  York,  
where  he  attended  public  schools  and  graduated  as  valedictorian.    He  went  on  to  Princeton  
University,  graduating  in  1968.    That  fall,  he  moved  to  the  Boston  area  to  attend  Harvard  Law  
School.    Later,  he  rented  a  succession  of  apartments  in  the  Back  Bay,  on  Beacon  Hill,  and  in  the  
South  End.    The  house  at  35  Melrose  Street  in  the  Bay  Village  was  the  first  property  he  owned.    
During  the  late  1980s,  he  left  Boston  for  Washington,  DC,  where  he  led  the  Human  Rights  
Campaign  Fund,  a  gay-­‐‑rights  political-­‐‑action  committee.    Telephone  interview  with  Timothy  
McFeeley,  Jan.  15,  2015.      
553  Nina  Allen,  “Sampling  courses  in  cookery,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  30,  1975,  A3.  
554  He  lived  at  31  Melrose  St.    Minutes/transcript  of  meeting  of  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
250  Stuart  St.,  Dec.  7,  1982,  folder:  “Bay  Village  Ordinance,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  
papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
555  He  lived  at  16  Melrose  St.    Minutes/transcript  of  meeting  of  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
250  Stuart  St.,  Dec.  7,  1982,  folder:  “Bay  Village  Ordinance,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  
papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
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June  McCourt,556  Edgar  Bingham,557  and  others.558    This  corps  of  volunteers  
worked  for  the  next  two  years,  reporting  their  progress  to  regular  meetings  of  the  
neighborhood  association.559  
The  committee  began  by  “canvass[ing]  absentee  landlords  as  well  as  
owners  in  residence.    [They  found  that  t]he  response  was  uniformly  favorable  to  
[the  idea  of]  historic  designation.    The  larger  tenant  population  also  expressed  
approval  through  neighborhood  questionnaires  and  at  general  meetings  of  the  
BVNA.”560    Another  component  of  the  work  involved  dispatching  people  with  
clipboards  and  cameras  to  finish  the  reconnaissance  of  historic  buildings  in  the  
area.561    “Using  a  form  supplied  by  the  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission,  the  
community  advisors  completed  a  survey  of  the  Bay  Village  neighborhood.    The  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
556  She  lived  at  16  Piedmont  St.    Minutes/transcript  of  meeting  of  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
250  Stuart  St.,  Dec.  7,  1982,  folder:  “Bay  Village  Ordinance,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  
papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
557  He  lived  at  32  Fayette  St.    Minutes/transcript  of  meeting  of  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
250  Stuart  St.,  Dec.  7,  1982,  folder:  “Bay  Village  Ordinance,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  
papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
558  Also  participating  were  Roy  Knox,  Greta  Norton,  Grace  Tanger,  Ann  Richards,  Edward  
Wadsworth,  Barbara  Crowley,  Mel  Klayman,  Ken  Cowhey,  Ellen  Limner,  Sandra  Kowan,  
Alexander  Hoke,  Barbara  Warren,  Carroll  Miller,  Brad  Bryant,  John  Kessler,  Anne  Poulet,  Joe  
Neundorf,  and  Susan  Brennen.    Bay  Village  Community  Advisors,  Bay  Village  Historic  District  
Study  Report  (Boston:  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  June  30,  1983),  i.  
559  Bay  Village  Community  Advisors,  Bay  Village  Historic  District  Study  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  June  30,  1983),  i.  
560  Bay  Village  Community  Advisors,  Bay  Village  Historic  District  Study  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  June  30,  1983),  3.  
561  Some  of  the  survey  forms  and  photographs  produced  can  be  found  in  Folder:  “Bay  Village:  
Draft  Study  Report”  and  Folder:  “Supplementary  Materials  for  Bay  Village  Photo  Survey,”  both  




process  included  visual  inspection  of  all  facades  from  public  ways,  photography  
of  each  building  and  streetscape,  and  research  on  selected  occupants,  
construction  dates,  builders,  and  events  in  the  area  (figure  4.8).    Several  residents  
volunteered  to  research  the  deeds  of  the  houses  in  which  they  lived.”562  
The  formulation  of  boundaries  to  a  Bay  Village  historic  district  also  
occupied  the  committee.    The  street  plan  in  the  neighborhood  was  not  a  strict  
gridiron  like  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  or  the  Back  Bay.    Consequently,  edges  of  
the  area  considered  for  designation  followed  an  irregular  course.    Working  maps  
from  the  survey  process  indicate  that  the  initial  area  of  interest  extended  roughly  
from  Lindenboro  Place  in  the  east  to  Arlington  Street  in  the  west,  and  from  the  
Turnpike  on  the  south  to  Stuart  Street  on  the  north  (figure  4.9).    This  area  
comprised  the  earliest  portion  of  the  neighborhood  to  be  built,  with  many  small  
Federal  and  Greek  revival  style  townhouses.    As  the  investigation  continued,  
however,  it  was  soon  decided  to  extend  the  western  boundary  an  additional  
block  to  Berkeley  Street,  to  include  Isabella  and  Cortes  Streets,  where  there  were  
more  late  nineteenth  century  buildings  (figure  4.10).563    As  ultimately  submitted,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
562  Bay  Village  Community  Advisors,  Bay  Village  Historic  District  Study  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  June  30,  1983),  3.      
563  In  this  respect,  Bay  Village  displays  further  parallels  with  –  and  divergences  from  –  Beacon  
Hill.    They  share  a  similar  architectural  character,  spanning  the  nineteenth  century.    Yet  while  
Beacon  Hill  preservationists  chose  to  designate  their  area  in  phases,  beginning  with  the  South  
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“The  proposed  district  encompass[ed]  190  parcels,  including  approximately  185  
buildings.    Of  these,  approximately  113  date[d]  from  1824  to  1860,  and  47  date[d]  
from  1861  to  1900.    There  [were]  approximately  25  20th  century  buildings.”564  
In  January  1982,  as  those  involved  in  the  study  process  reached  some  
tentative  conclusions,  the  neighborhood  association  held  a  community-­‐‑wide  
meeting.    “Property  owners,  occupants,  and  Association  members  were  invited.    
During  the  summer  and  fall  of  1982,  support  for  establishment  of  an  historic  
district  was  solicited  by  means  of  signed  petitions.    In  September,  1982,  the  Study  
Report  and  its  findings  were  finalized.”565    The  Community  Advisors  
recommended  that  an  historic  district  be  created  and  that  a  local  commission  be  
formed  to  review  proposed  changes  to  the  exteriors  of  buildings  within  the  
designated  area.      
On  December  7,  the  Landmarks  Commission  held  a  public  hearing  on  the  
question.    Forty-­‐‑nine  people  attended,  with  twelve  testifying  in  favor,  and  two  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Slope  which  had  the  highest  concentration  of  early  buildings,  the  Bay  Village  advocates  felt  
comfortable  including  Victorian  architecture  apparently  without  fear  that  including  more  recent  
buildings  might  weaken  their  case.    This  is  perhaps  a  testament  to  changing  notions  from  the  
1950s  to  the  1970s  in  what  constituted  historic  buildings  worthy  of  protection.    
564  Bay  Village  Community  Advisors,  Bay  Village  Historic  District  Study  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  June  30,  1983),  4  
565  Bay  Village  Community  Advisors,  Bay  Village  Historic  District  Study  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  June  30,  1983),  i.  
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speaking  against  the  proposal.566    Those  speaking  in  favor  included  officials  such  
as  State  Rep.  Thomas  Vallely567  and  BRA  spokesman  W.  Arthur  Reilly,568  as  well  
as  residents  and  owners.    Some  had  been  working  on  the  project  for  some  time,569  
while  others  appear  in  the  record  for  the  first  time  here.570    In  addition,  24  
supporters  wrote  letters  to  that  effect.    These  included  organizational  
representatives  such  as  Robert  J.  Ryan  of  the  Redevelopment  Authority,  Valerie  
Talmadge  of  the  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission,  Rupert  Davis  of  the  
Boston  Preservation  Alliance,  Susan  Park  of  the  South  End  Historical  Society,  
and  Terence  Janericco  of  the  BVNA.    City  Councilors  also  signaled  their  support  
in  writing:  Christopher  Iannella,571  Maura  Hennigan,572  Ray  Flynn,573  Bruce  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
566  “Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Public  Hearing,  Establishment  of  a  Bay  Village  Historic  
District,”  table  of  support  and  opposition,  Dec.  7,  1982,  Room  222,  250  Stuart  St.,  Boston,  Folder:  
Bay  Village  Ordinance,  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
567  Thomas  Vallely  was  educated  at  the  University  of  Massachusetts,  Boston,  and  at  the  Harvard  
Kennedy  School.    During  the  Vietnam  War,  he  served  in  the  Marine  Corps.    In  1980,  voters  
elected  him  to  the  Massachusetts  House  of  Representatives,  succeeding  Barney  Frank,  who  was  
beginning  his  Congressional  career.    “Thomas  Valleley,”  Harvard  Kenney  School,  
http://ash.harvard.edu/people/thomas-­‐‑vallely  (accessed  June  26,  2015).  
568  This  is  almost  surely  the  son  of  W.  Arthur  Reilly,  who  was  appointed  by  Mayor  Collins  to  
serve  on  the  study  committee  to  explore  designating  the  Back  Bay  as  an  historic  district.    Reilly,  
Sr.,  was  one  of  the  four,  constituting  a  majority,  who  voted  against  that  listing.  
569  Mary  Edwards,  John  Giagregorio,  Susan  Wadworth,  Edward  Bingham,  June  McCourt,  and  
Dennis  Perry.  
570  Leonard  Phillips  (14  Winchester  St.),  James  Stevens  (30  Fayette  St.),  Roy  Cage  (19  Shawmut  
Ave.),  and  Bruce  Steves  (30  Fayette  St.).  
571  As  noted  in  earlier  chapters,  Iannella  supported  historic  preservation:  In  1963  he  voted  in  favor  
of  forming  a  study  committee  to  explore  designating  the  Back  Bay  an  historic  district.    Two  years  
later,  he  voted  against  the  high-­‐‑rise  ordinance  championed  by  Mayor  Collins,  which  would  have  
allowed  apartment  towers  in  the  Back  Bay.    And  in  1974,  Iannella  proposed  an  amendment  to  the  
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Bolling,574  and  Terence  McDermott.575    Residents  submitting  letters  in  favor  
included  some  community  members  already  mentioned576  along  with  some  new  
voices.577    Three  business-­‐‑owners  also  expressed  their  support.578    In  addition  to  
these  letters,  189  people  signed  a  petition  in  favor  of  designating  Bay  Village  an  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
law  establishing  the  Landmarks  Commission  to  grant  the  City  Council  the  power  to  override  a  
mayoral  veto  of  a  designation  with  a  two-­‐‑thirds  vote.    Iannella  was  born  in  Italy  and  educated  at  
Boston  English  High  School,  Boston  College,  and  Harvard  Law  School.    “He  first  won  elective  
office  in  1950  as  a  state  representative  for  the  West  End.  .  .  Iannella  was  bulldozed  out  of  his  
home  and  a  job  when  most  of  the  neighborhood  was  demolished  to  make  way  for  the  Charles  
River  Park  apartment  complex  in  1957.    Iannella  moved  to  Jamaica  Plain  and  found  a  second  
career  as  a  city  councilor,  an  office  he  held  for  33  years,  with  only  one  two-­‐‑year  break,  until  his  
death.”    “Christopher  Iannella,”  Boston  Globe,  Sept.  16,  1992,  16.      
572  Maura  Hennigan  was  educated  in  Boston  public  schools  and  the  University  of  Massachusetts.    
She  worked  as  a  schoolteacher  and  nutritionist  before  running  successfully  for  City  Council  in  
1981.    Hennigan  lived  in  Jamaica  Plain.  
573  Raymond  Flynn  was  “a  lifelong  resident  of  South  Boston,  a  devout  Roman  Catholic,  and  a  
spokesman  for  neighborhood  schools.    He  had  been  a  vocal  opponent  of  court-­‐‑ordered  busing  
during  the  1970s  but  actively  engaged  in  peaceful  activities  to  prevent  the  outbreaks  of  violence  
that  marked  the  early  years  of  the  controversial  experiment.”    He  won  election  to  the  Mayor’s  
office  in  1983,  serving  until  1993.  O’Connor,  The  Hub,  253,  258.      
574  “One  of  12  children,  Bruce  Carlton  Bolling  grew  up  in  Roxbury,  graduated  from  Boston  
English  High  School,  and  attended  Northeastern  University  before  joining  the  Coast  Guard.    
Returning  home  in  1969,  he  worked  for  the  administration  of  Mayor  Kevin  H.  White,  holding  a  
variety  of  jobs.  In  1980,  he  received  a  master'ʹs  degree  in  education  from  what  is  now  Cambridge  
College.”    He  ran  for  City  Council  in  1981  and  later  became  its  first  African-­‐‑American  president.    
Bryan  Marquand,  “Bruce  Bolling,  City  Council’s  first  black  president,  died  at  67,”  Boston  Globe,  
Sept.  12,  2012,  B1.  
575  Terrance  McDermott,  “a  lifelong  resident  of  Dorchester,”  worked  as  “legislative  counsel  for  Lt.  
Gov.  Thomas  P.  O’Neill  3d.”  before  running  successfully  for  City  Council  in  1981.    “Candidates  
for  the  City  Council,”  Boston  Globe,  Sept.  16,  1981,  25.  
576  Susanne  Wadsworth,  Edgar  Brigham,  June  McCourt,  Dennis  Perry,  Timothy  McFeeley,  and  
Leonard  Phillips.  
577  From  the  neighborhood,  these  were  Steven  and  Anna  Dunwell  (20  Winchester  St.),  Frederick  
Baumer  (16  Melrose  St.),  Shirley  Gibbon  (Lyndeboro  Place),  Anne  Kilguss  (33  Fayette  St.),  
William  Coves  (56A  Melrose  St.),  and  Sheila  Pelosi  (12  Melrose  St.).    Other  individuals  indicating  
approval  were  Charles  Strickland  of  Plymouth  and  Germain  D.  Graves  (no  address  given).      
578  Joseph  H.  P.  Edwards    (52  Fayette  St.),  Carol  J.  Thomas  of  Thomas  Planning  Services  (46  
Church  St.),  and  Lewis  J.  deVoe  of  the  William.  S.  Haynes  Co.,  Inc.  (12  Piedmont  St.).      
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historic  district.579    This  would  seem  to  be  an  overwhelming  and  unified  
statement  in  favor  of  the  proposal.    But  a  significant  question  arose  from  one  of  
these  supporters.  
The  Redevelopment  Authority,  though  endorsing  the  idea  of  creating  an  
historic  district  in  Bay  Village,  argued  that  the  BRA  should  retain  jurisdiction  
over  a  series  of  adjacent  lots  on  Tremont  Street  that  the  agency  had  assembled  
and  labeled  Parcel  7  (figure  4.11).    Residents  had  banded  together  in  1976  to  form  
South  Cove  Community  Gardens  to  lease  the  empty  lots  from  the  
Redevelopment  Authority  in  successively  renewed  annual  leases  “until  a  
developer  could  be  found.”580    Four  years  later,  neighbors  and  the  BRA  executed  
an  agreement  stating  that  new  construction  on  Parcel  7  would  be  no  more  that  2-­‐‑
½  stories  tall,  consistent  with  the  architectural  context  of  the  existing  historic  
buildings.581    Now,  community  members  (and  their  allies  on  the  Landmarks  
Commission)  maintained  that  Parcel  7  ought  to  be  under  the  regulatory  control  
of  the  proposed  historic  district  commission  and  its  preservation  guidelines.    The  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
579  “Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Public  Hearing,  Establishment  of  a  Bay  Village  Historic  
District,”  table  of  support  and  opposition,  Dec.  7,  1982,  Room  222,  250  Stuart  St.,  Boston,  Folder:  
Bay  Village  Ordinance,  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  (record  series  5210.006).    
580  Doris  Sue  Wong,  “Bay  Village;  housing  units  to  uproot  communal  garden;  despite  protests,  
residents  fail  to  block  planned  construction  of  low-­‐‑income  housing,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  5,  1986,  
34.  
581  Ibid,  34.  
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Redevelopment  Authority,  however,  asserted  that  their  internal  review  
procedures  would  be  enough  to  ensure  compatibility  of  any  new  construction  
there.    Not  fully  convinced  of  this  claim,  many  historic-­‐‑district  supporters  
specifically  requested  that  Parcel  7  not  be  excluded  from  designation.      
Opponents  to  an  historic  district  were  few  but  clear.    Harmon  Rifkin,  who  
owned  three  buildings  in  the  neighborhood,  spoke  first.    He  said  two  of  his  
properties  had  “been  in  his  family  45  years,”  and  he  “intend[ed]  to  occupy  the  
third  with  his  family  in  the  near  future.”    He  added  that  further  regulations  were  
not  necessary,  as  owners  have  been  responsible  in  maintaining  their  properties.    
The  second  opponent  was  Elliot  Loew,  an  attorney  who  owned  a  parking  lot,  
which  he  hoped  to  develop  in  the  future.    He  expressed  concern  that  if  an  historic  
district  commission  ruled  against  him  and  his  plan,  it  would  be  too  difficult  to  
appeal  that  decision.    Two  other  opponents  also  submitted  letters  to  the  
Landmarks  Commission.582          
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
582  The  properties  that  had  been  in  Harmon  Rifkin’s  family  were  20  Melrose  St.  and  39  Church  St.    
The  one  he  was  hoping  to  occupy  with  his  family  was  36  Melrose  St.    The  two  other  opponents  
were  Robert  B.  Freidlander,  Exeter  International  Corp,  52  Church  St.,  and  T.  J.  Campbell,  Jr.,  48  
Fayette  St.    Friedlander  apparently  moved  out  of  the  neighborhood  while  the  historic  district  was  
still  under  consideration.    “Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  Public  Hearing,  Establishment  of  a  
Bay  Village  Historic  District,”  table  of  support  and  opposition,  Dec.  7,  1982,  Room  222,  250  Stuart  
St.,  Boston,  and  handwritten  note,  “Summary  of  Opposition,”  Folder:  Bay  Village  Ordinance,  Box  




On  January  11,  1983,  the  Landmarks  Commission  voted  to  recommend  the  
proposed  designation  and  to  send  it  to  the  City  Council  for  final  approval.    But  
over  the  next  two  months,  the  Redevelopment  Authority  renewed  its  push  to  
exclude  the  “Urban  Renewal  parcel  within  the  [proposed]  historic  district  
boundary.”    On  March  22,  the  Landmarks  Commission  opted  to  compromise  by  
retaining  the  proposed  boundaries  of  the  district  while  at  the  same  time  
“disclaim[ing]  historic  district  review  over  initial  development  and  construction  
of  said  urban  renewal  parcel.”583    Before  the  end  of  the  month,  Landmarks  
Commission  Chair  Pauline  Chase  Harrell  wrote  to  Mayor  White,  requesting  that  
he  “recommend  to  the  Honorable  City  Council  that  it  approve  the  Ordinance  
establishing  the  Bay  Village  Historic  District.”584    A  follow-­‐‑up  letter  the  next  
month  suggests  additional  negotiation  took  place  to  clarify  the  timing  of  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
583  Bay  Village  Community  Advisors,  Bay  Village  Historic  District  Study  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  June  30,  1983),  4.  
584  She  also  explained,  ““For  your  information,  the  new  Commission  will  be  composed  of  one  
member  from  two  nominees  of  each  of  the  following  organizations:  the  Greater  Boston  Real  
Estate  Board,  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  of  New  England  Antiquities,  the  Boston  Society  of  
Architects,  and  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.    One  resident  member  is  also  required.    
Alternates  will  include  two  members,  from  four  nominees,  who  are  residents  and  one  member,  
from  two  nominees,  from  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.    All  members  and  alternates  are  
Mayoral  appointees.”    Letter,  March  31,  1983,  from  Pauline  Chase  Harrell  to  Mayor  Kevin  H.  
White,  Folder:  Bay  Village  Ordinance,  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  papers  of  the  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
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transition  of  jurisdiction  over  Parcel  7,  from  the  Redevelopment  Authority  to  the  
new  historic  district  commission.585      
By  June,  the  question  was  on  the  agenda  of  the  City  Council.    By  this  time,  
a  developer  for  Parcel  7  had  stepped  forward.    An  ethnic  mutual-­‐‑aid  society  
based  in  nearby  Chinatown,  the  Chinese  Consolidated  Benevolent  Association,  
sought  to  build  affordable  housing  on  the  site.586    The  City  Council  supported  
this  idea,  noting  that  there  was  “a  serious  shortage  of  housing  in  Boston  and  
particularly  in  the  Chinese  Community”  and  that  “a  large  increase  in  
immigration  of  people  from  Southeast  Asia”  had  taken  place.    Consequently,  the  
Council  urged  the  Redevelopment  Authority  to  facilitate  this  project.    Councilor  
Patrick  F.  McDonough  asked  Mayor  White  to  sign  on  to  this  concept.587    The  
mayor  agreed  to  it,  and  the  new  law,  creating  the  Bay  Village  historic  district,  
went  into  effect  with  this  condition  on  August  1,  1983  (figure  4.12).588    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
585  Letter,  April  29,  1983,  from  Pauline  Chase  Harrell  to  Kevin  H.  White,  Folder:  Bay  Village  
Ordinance,  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  
(record  series  5210.006).  
586  Doris  Sue  Wong,  “Bay  Village;  housing  units  to  uproot  communal  garden;  despite  protests,  
residents  fail  to  block  planned  construction  of  low-­‐‑income  housing,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  5,  1986,  
34.  
587  Letter,  June  23,  1983,  from  Patrick  F.  McDonough  to  Mayor  White,  Folder:  Bay  Village  
Ordinance,  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  
(record  series  5210.006).  
588  Form  letter,  Aug.  12,  1983,  from  Marcia  Myers  (“Acting  Director”)  to  property  owners,  Folder:  
Bay  Village  Ordinance,  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  (record  series  5210.006).  
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But  this  did  not  settle  matters.    Through  the  fall,  the  composition  of  the  
new  Bay  Village  historic  district  commission,  the  fate  of  Parcel  7,  and  other  
aspects  of  Boston’s  political  future  were  in  flux.    Mayor  Kevin  White  decided  not  
to  run  for  re-­‐‑election  after  serving  in  that  office  for  sixteen  years.589    In  November,  
as  a  lame  duck,  he  named  a  slate  of  appointees  for  the  new  Bay  Village  board,  
subject  to  City  Council  confirmation.590    But  the  new  mayor,  Ray  Flynn591  
withdrew  that  list  of  candidates  from  consideration  less  than  two  weeks  after  
taking  office.592      
Meanwhile,  the  Redevelopment  Authority  officially  voted  in  1985  to  
support  the  use  of  Parcel  7  as  a  site  for  housing  members  of  the  Chinese  
community.593    The  following  year,  after  Mayor  Flynn  finally  appointed  members  
to  the  Bay  Village  historic  district  commission,594  the  new  board  voted  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
589  O’Connor,  The  Hub,  252.  
590  Mayor  White’s  choices  as  regular  member  of  the  Bay  Village  Historic  District  Commission  
were  Edgar  M  Bingham,  37  Fayette  St.;  Joan  Goody,  70  River  St.;  Dudley  Gulesian,  52  Melrose  St.;  
Terrence  Janericco,  42  Fayette  St.;  and  Sara  G.  Withington,  35  Fayette  St.    As  alternates,  White  
proposed  Libby  Blank,  650  Huntington  Ave.,  and  Shirley  Gibbons,  1  Lyndeboro  St.      City  Council  
Minutes,  Nov.  23,  1983,  483-­‐‑484.  
591  Ray  Flynn  was  “a  three-­‐‑term  member  of  the  Boston  City  Council,  a  lifelong  resident  of  South  
Boston,  a  devout  Roman  Catholic,  and  a  spokesman  for  neighborhood  schools.”    O’Connor,  The  
Hub,  253.  
592  City  Council  Minutes,  Jan.  11,  1984,  7-­‐‑8.  
593  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “BRA  OK’s  Development  of  Garden  Site,”  Boston  Globe,  March  22,  1985,  22.  
594  While  the  Historic  Districts  Act  of  1960  (Chapter  40C)  required  city  councils  to  confirm  
mayoral  appointees  to  historic  district  commissions,  Boston  City  Council  minutes  do  not  show  
any  member  of  the  Bay  Village  historic  district  commission  confirmed  until  1988.    Yet  it  is  clear,  
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unanimously  to  join  the  neighborhood  association  in  suing  to  block  the  
Redevelopment  Authority’s  plans  for  the  property.    The  proposal  called  for  a  
four-­‐‑story  complex  containing  twenty  condominiums.    Opponents  expressed  
dismay,  as  they  had  thought  new  construction  on  the  site  would  not  exceed  2  ½  
stories.    BRA  spokespersons  said  that  the  2-­‐‑½  story  reference  was  a  guideline  and  
not  a  hard-­‐‑and-­‐‑fast  rule.    Mayor  Flynn  supported  the  project,  citing  a  need  for  
housing.595    Many  residents  wanted  the  gardens  preserved  at  all  costs.596    Others  
like  Timothy  McFeeley  seemed  comfortable  with  new  construction  on  the  site  as  
long  as  it  followed  the  same  design  criteria  for  height  and  scale  as  other  
properties  in  the  district.597    Some  residents  of  Bay  Village  expressed  concern  that  
the  Chinese  Consolidated  Benevolent  Association  had  not  yet  received  nonprofit  
status  from  the  IRS.    Some  in  the  Chinese  community  accused  opponents  of  
NIMBYism  along  with  discrimination  based  on  ethnicity  and  economic  status.598  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
through  the  events  recounted  above,  that  the  Bay  Village  historic  district  commission  was  seated  
and  operating  as  a  legal  entity  by  1986.  
595  Rick  Wartzman,  “Controversy:  Garden  Plots  or  Housing  Lots?”  Boston  Globe,  July  4,  1986,  13.    
Individuals  named  as  plaintiffs  in  the  case  were  Terrence  Janericco  (chair  of  the  new  historic  
district  board),  Edgar  Bingham  (one  of  its  members),  John  Giangregorio  (president  of  the  
neighborhood  association),  and  Leslie  Colburn  (Giangregorio’s  wife).  “Group  Sues  to  Stop  
Housing  Development,”  Boston  Globe,  July  8,  1986,  18.  
596  Rick  Wartzman,  “Bay  Village;  at  Root  of  Garden  Dispute;  Land  United  Groups,”  Boston  Globe,  
July  4,  1985,  14.  
597  “Officials  Dedicate  20  Units  for  Poor,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  29,  1988,  31.  
598  Rick  Wartzman,  “Chinatown;  Bid  to  Halt  Building  of  Housing  on  Garden  Site  Fails  in  Court;  
Opponents  File  Appeal  and  Vow  to  Fight  to  Retain  Open  Space,”  Boston  Globe,  July  24,  1986,  24.  
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Bay  Village  resident  Peggy  Montgomery  called  that  allegation  “a  cheap  shot,”  
considering,  in  her  view,  that  she  and  others  were  simply  trying  to  preserve  their  
neighborhood.599    The  matter  was  further  complicated  by  the  fact  that  according  
to  the  bylaws  of  the  South  Cove  Community  Gardens,  half  of  the  garden  plots  
were  rented  to  Asians.600    Some  whites  who  opposed  the  development  said  they  
were  speaking  on  behalf  of  Chinese  gardeners  who  were  reluctant  to  break  
unwritten  codes  of  ethnic  solidarity  to  challenge  a  powerful  community  
organization  like  the  Benevolent  Association.601    Legal  action  slowed  the  pace  of  
development  but  did  not  stop  it.    Developers  cancelled  a  ceremonial  
groundbreaking  to  avoid  provoking  further  protests.    But  construction  got  
underway,  and  the  complex  was  dedicated  in  1988.602  
The  effort  to  designate  Bay  Village  a  local  historic  district  shares  some  
features  with  similar  campaigns  elsewhere  in  Boston.    First,  as  a  neighborhood  
bordered  by  a  major  transportation  corridor  and  in  close  proximity  to  higher-­‐‑
density  parts  of  the  city  where  major  redevelopment  projects  were  planned,  Bay  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
599  Doris  Sue  Wong,  “Bay  Village;  Housing  Units  to  Uproot  Communal  Gardens;  Despite  Protests,  
Residents  Fail  to  Block  Planned  Construction  of  Low-­‐‑Income  Housing,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  5,  
1986,  34.  
600  Peter  C.  Hotton,  “South  Cove  Gardens:  an  Eden  by  the  Turnpike,”  Boston  Globe,  July  21,  1985,  
A13.  
601  Rick  Wartzman,  “Chinatown;  Bid  to  Halt  Building  of  Housing  on  Garden  Site  Fails  in  Court;  
Opponents  File  Appeal  and  Vow  to  Fight  to  Retain  Open  Space,”  Boston  Globe,  July  24,  1986,  24.  
602  “Officials  Dedicate  20  Units  for  Poor,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  29,  1988,  31.  
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Village  found  itself  in  a  situation  not  unlike  that  of  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area.    
Secondly,  the  fundamentally  ambivalent  relationship  with  the  Redevelopment  
Authority  recalls  the  drive  in  St.  Botolph  and  resonates  with  the  larger  narrative  
of  historic  districting  in  Boston.    Recall  that  during  the  mid-­‐‑1960s,  an  early  draft  
of  the  legislation  to  designate  the  Back  Bay  called  for  the  BRA  to  administer  the  
district  directly.    A  subsequent  revision  in  that  bill  ultimately  placed  supervision  
of  the  area  in  a  specially  appointed  commission  instead.    At  that  time,  the  
Redevelopment  Authority  may  have  wanted  to  include  historic  preservation  as  
part  of  its  mission.    In  the  more  recently  designated  districts,  however,  the  BRA,  
while  supporting  the  creation  of  districts  in  principle,  argued  against  historic  
district  commissions  having  jurisdiction  over  urban  renewal  parcels  that  the  
agency  was  developing.  
In  certain  other  respects,  the  campaign  to  create  a  local  historic  district  in  
Bay  Village  raises  fresh  issues  not  yet  encountered.    While  gay  people  almost  
certainly  worked  to  designate  other  historic  districts  in  Boston,  Bay  Village  
presents  a  place,  and  the  late  1970s  and  early  1980s  offers  a  time,  in  which  their  
efforts  are  particularly  visible.    For  much  of  the  twentieth  century,  the  
neighborhood  was  a  significant  center  of  nightlife  for  a  variety  of  sexual  
minorities.    Additionally,  the  rise  of  gay  liberation  from  the  late  1960s  onward  
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combined  with  a  larger  back-­‐‑to-­‐‑the-­‐‑city  movement  to  repopulate  inner  city  
neighborhoods  like  Bay  Village  by  young  people  seeking,  to  them,  a  more  
adventurous  and  authentic  way  of  life  than  the  suburban  standards  of  
conformity  in  which  they  were  raised.603    A  connection  between  these  
countercultural  actors  and  historic  preservation  thus  became  more  explicit.    Gay  
men,  in  particular,  played  a  notable  role  in  house-­‐‑restoration,  urban  
beautification,  and  memory-­‐‑preservation.604      
Another  new  issue  that  appeared  in  the  Bay  Village  historic  district  effort  
is  ethnic  community  advocacy.    While  the  campaigns  to  designate  Beacon  Hill,  
the  Back  Bay,  West  Back  Bay/Bay  State  Road,  and  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  are  
largely  silent  on  this  matter,  in  Bay  Village  an  organized  and  vocal  ethnic  group  
made  their  case  for  a  piece  of  the  urban  landscape,  notwithstanding  possible  
historic-­‐‑district  designation.    The  building  of  affordable  housing  and  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
603  The  gay  liberation  movement  ignited  in  the  wake  of  the  attempt  by  New  York  police  to  raid  
the  gay  Stonewall  Inn  in  1969.    On  the  Stonewall  riots,  see  Martin  Duberman,  Stonewall  (New  
York:  Dutton,  1993),  passim.    On  the  search  for  authenticity  in  one  American  city,  see  Suleiman  
Osman,  The  Invention  of  Brownstone  Brooklyn:  Gentrification  and  the  Search  for  Authenticity  in  Postwar  
New  York  (New  York:  Oxford,  2011),  passim.    On  the  emergence  of  an  urban  gay  neighborhood  in  
France,  see  Michael  Sibalis,  “Urban  Space  and  Homosexuality:  The  Example  of  the  Maris,  Paris’  
[sic]  Gay  Ghetto,”  in  Japonica  Brown-­‐‑Saracino,  The  Gentrification  Debates  (New  York  and  London:  
Routledge,  2010),  221-­‐‑233.  
604  Writer  Will  Fellows  explored  these  themes  in  a  series  of  29  interviews  he  conducted  and  
worked  into  his  A  Passion  to  Preserve:  Gay  Men  as  Keepers  of  Culture  (Madison:  University  of  
Wisconsin  Press,  2004).    Three  of  his  interviewees  were  in  New  England  –  in  Vermont,  New  
Hampshire,  and  Maine.  
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preservation  of  neighborhood  character  became  intertwined,  as  representatives  
of  the  Chinese  American  community  lobbied  the  City  Council  to  include  their  
project  as  a  condition  of  historic-­‐‑district  designation.    Differing  visions  of  how  
particular  areas  of  the  city  should  be  used,  and  what  they  should  look  like,  
surfaced  more  frequently  as  the  decades  wore  on,  often  involving  three-­‐‑way  
conflicts  among  powerful  urban  renewal  agencies,  longstanding  minority  
populations,  and  more  recently  arrived  young  professionals.    The  South  End,  the  
next  and  last  local  historic  district  in  Boston  under  study  here,  offers  a  notable  
case  study.  
  
The  South  End  
  
The  designation  of  the  South  End  as  Boston’s  largest  local  historic  district  
represents  the  high-­‐‑water  mark  of  neighborhood  activists  agitating  for  
governmental  regulation  of  historic  resources  in  the  city.605    The  area  was  also  the  
most  diverse  economically,  racially,  and  culturally,  a  neighborhood  of  
neighborhoods,  whose  varied  residents  had  different  attitudes  toward  the  built  
environment.    Consequently,  the  designation  effort  exemplifies  the  encounter  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
605  For  some,  the  revival  of  the  South  End  embodies  “the  classic  urban-­‐‑renaissance  story  writ  
large.”    Jane  Holtz  Kay,  Preserving  New  England,  101.  
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between  middle-­‐‑class,  white,  Anglophone  preservationists,  who  had  relatively  
recently  arrived  in  the  neighborhood,  with  working-­‐‑class,  sometimes  nonwhite  
or  ethnic  residents,  who  were  already  living  in  the  area.  
The  South  End  is  among  the  older  neighborhoods  comprising  this  
study.606    During  the  1780s,  the  town  provided  grants  of  marshland  on  either  side  
of  the  narrow  neck  connecting  the  Shawmut  peninsula  to  the  mainland  to  
encourage  the  filling  in  of  the  low  shoreline.    By  1801,  the  selectmen  laid  out  a  
grid  of  streets,  including  two  squares  that  would  later  be  the  locations  Franklin  
and  Blackstone  Squares.    (This  plan  may  be  the  work  of  architect  Charles  
Bulfinch,  who  served  as  a  selectman.)    But  by  1814,  “there  were  only  a  few  
houses  along  Washington  Street.”607  The  Boston  and  Roxbury  Mill  Corporation  
constructed  a  dam  in  1821  across  the  wide  opening  of  the  Back  Bay  between  
Boston  and  Brookline.608    The  following  decade,  railroad  companies  built  
diagonally  intersecting  causeways  across  the  Back  Bay  for  train  tracks.    Both  of  
these  projects  hindered  natural  tidal  flow  and  effectively  impounded  waters  in  
the  Back  Bay,  creating  a  soggy,  stagnant  nuisance  that  quickly  proved  offensive  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
606  On  the  South  End,  see  Whitehill  and  Kennedy,  Boston:  A  Topographical  History,  121-­‐‑138;  Smith,  
Between  City  and  Suburb:  Architecture  and  Planning  in  Boston’s  South  End,  passim.;  and  Morgan,  
Buildings  of  Massachusetts:  Metropolitan  Boston,  131-­‐‑145  
607  Seasholes,  Gaining  Ground,  258-­‐‑259.  
608  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  The  South  End  District  Study  Committee  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  1983),  7-­‐‑8.  
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to  neighbors.    Additionally,  Boston’s  population  was  exploding  –  through  
natural  increase,  internal  migration  from  outlying  towns,  and  immigration,  
especially  from  Ireland.    These  forces  created  a  demand  for  housing  within  
walking  distance  of  downtown.    Washington  Street  served  as  the  spine  for  this  
growth,  and  some  of  the  earliest  building  in  what  would  become  the  South  End  
took  place  along  this  thoroughfare,  such  as  one  of  the  first  houses  constructed  in  
the  French  Second  Empire  style  in  the  United  States.609    In  succeeding  decades,  
new  fill  expanded  this  linear  development,  allowing  it  to  spread  laterally  to  
newly  laid  out  Harrison  Avenue,  Shawmut  Avenue,  Tremont  Street,  and  
eventually  Columbus  Avenue.    In  addition  to  these  major  corridors,  running  in  a  
generally  northeast-­‐‑to-­‐‑southwesterly  direction,  a  dense  network  of  neighborhood  
streets  –  and  squares  patterned  on  Beacon  Hill’s  Louisburg  Square  and  
ultimately  on  London  squares  –  came  to  characterize  the  South  End.610    Some  of  
these  cross  streets  –  Northampton,  Newton,  Brookline,  and  Concord  –  bore  the  
names  of  towns  in  Massachusetts.611    The  City  of  Boston,  which  oversaw  the  
subdivision  and  development  of  this  new  land,  sold  lots  with  restrictive  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
609  Whitehill  and  Kennedy,  Boston:  A  Topographical  History,  125-­‐‑126;  Harold  Kirker  and  David  van  
Zanten,  “Jean  Lemoulnier  in  Boston,  1846-­‐‑1851,”  Journal  of  the  Society  of  Architectural  Historians,  
Vol.  31,  No.  3  (Oct.  1972),  204-­‐‑208;  and  Shand-­‐‑Tucci,  Built  in  Boston,  133-­‐‑135.  
610  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  The  South  End  District  Study  Committee  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  1983),  14.  
611  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  The  South  End  District  Study  Committee  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  1983),  8.  
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covenants  that  specified  height,  setback,  materials,  and  use  of  structures  built  
there.612    Builders  erected  narrow  brick  bow-­‐‑front  townhouses,  typically  four  or  
five  stories  tall,  including  a  raised  basement,  a  high  front  stoop,  and  servants’  
quarters  in  the  attic.    Institutions  also  built  here,  such  as  the  Boston  English  and  
Boston  Latin  Schools  and  the  Boston  City  Hospital.613    Horse-­‐‑cars  began  running  
in  1856  along  Washington  Street,  providing  service  between  Scollay  Square  and  
Roxbury.614    Through  the  1860s  and  into  the  early  1870s,  the  South  End  proved  
popular  with  families  who  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  live  just  beyond  the  
most  densely  settled  portion  of  downtown,  with  its  attendant  noise  and  grit,  
while  still  being  within  reach  of  the  occupational,  retailing,  and  social  life  of  the  
city.615    For  the  moment  anyway,  the  South  End  appeared  to  realize  the  promises  
of  its  builders  (figure  4.13).616  
But  Boston  was  changing  rapidly,  and  the  change  that  made  the  South  
End  popular  soon  made  it  into  something  different  from  what  its  creators  had  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
612  Michael  Holleran,  Boston’s  Changeful  Times,”  70-­‐‑71.  
613  Margaret  Supplee  Smith  and  John  C.  Moorhouse,  “Architecture  and  the  Housing  Market:  
Nineteenth-­‐‑Century  Row  Housing  in  Boston’s  South  End,”  Journal  of  the  Society  of  Architectural  
Historians,  Vol.  52,  No.  2  (June  1993),  159-­‐‑178;  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  The  South  End  
District  Study  Committee  Report  (Boston:  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  1983),  6,  8.  
614  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  The  South  End  District  Study  Committee  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  1983),  8.  
615  Michael  Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times”  22.  
616  “Between  1850  and  1870,  it  can  be  said  the  South  End  lived  up  to  its  promise.”    Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  The  South  End  District  Study  Committee  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  1983),  18.  
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envisioned.    The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  spearheaded  the  further  
filling  of  tidal  areas  north  of  the  South  End  and  did  so  in  a  way  that  was  efficient  
and  shrewd  –  and  competitive  with  the  South  End.    The  Back  Bay  as  we  know  it  
emerged  in  the  last  third  of  the  nineteenth  century,  boasting  a  spacious  and  
rational  planning  system  based  on  contemporaneous  European  examples.617    A  
new  Public  Garden  formed  the  Back  Bay’s  attractive  eastern  edge.    Copley  
Square  became  a  cultural  draw  with  the  first  Museum  of  Fine  Arts,  prominent  
Trinity  Church  designed  by  H.  H.  Richardson,  and  by  the  1890s  the  Boston  
Public  Library  designed  by  McKim,  Mead,  and  White.618    And  Commonwealth  
Avenue  emerged  as  Boston’s  grandest  boulevard,  “present[ing]  an  unbroken  
array  of  splendid  dwellings  and  noble  churches,”  in  the  words  of  one  1892  
author.619      
In  addition  to  these  local  factors,  national  economic  trends,  such  as  the  
Panic  of  1873,  also  affected  the  fortunes  of  the  South  End  and  of  those  who  built  
houses  there  or  lived  there.    Notable  Boston  novelists  imagined  how  destabilized  
some  homeowners  might  have  felt  in  the  South  End,  as  fictional  characters  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
617  Some  scholars  assert  the  influence  of  Baron  Haussman’s  rebuilding  of  Paris.    Bainbridge  
Bunting,  Houses  of  Boston’s  Back  Bay,  68,  75.    Others  cite  neighborhood  development  in  the  West  
End  of  London.    Mona  Domosh,  Invented  Cities,  110-­‐‑112.  
618  Scholar  Michael  Holleran  writes  of  “an  institutional  stampede  to  the  Back  Bay”  at  this  time.    
Michael  Holleran,  Boston’s  “Changeful  Times,”  25.  
619  Boston:  Its  Commerce,  Finance,  and  Literature  (New  York:  A.F.  Parsons,  1892),  31,  quoted  in  Mona  
Domosh,  Invented  Cities,  115.  
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carefully  observed  signs  of  neighborhood  decline  and  quickly  sold  their  
properties  at  a  discount  to  move  to  more  seemingly  secure  and  solid  areas,  such  
as  the  Back  Bay.    William  Dean  Howells,  for  example,  writing  in  1884,  explained  
that  his  eponymous  character  acquired  property  in  the  South  End,  when  he  “had  
bought  very  cheap  of  a  terrified  gentleman  of  good  extraction  who  discovered  
too  late  that  the  South  End  was  not  the  thing,  and  who  in  the  eagerness  of  his  
flight  to  the  Back  Bay  threw  in  his  carpets  and  shades  for  almost  nothing.”620  
Similarly,  John  P.  Marquand,  writing  in  1936,  imagines  his  protagonist  recalling  
an  incident  from  his  childhood,  concerning  his  father.      
Shortly  after  he  purchased  in  Beacon  Street  he  had  been  drawn,  like  
so  many  others,  to  build  one  of  those  fine  bow-­‐‑front  houses  around  
one  of  these  shady  squares  in  the  South  End.    When  he  did  so  
nearly  everyone  was  under  the  impression  that  this  district  would  
be  one  of  the  most  solid  residential  sections  of  Boston  instead  of  
becoming,  as  it  is  to-­‐‑day,  a  region  of  rooming  houses  and  worse.    
You  may  have  seen  those  houses  in  the  South  End,  fine  mansions  
with  dark  walnut  doors  and  beautiful  woodwork.      
  
The  narrator  then  relates  a  pivotal  moment,  as  his  father  stood  outside  while  his  
children  were  preparing  to  go  to  school  one  day.      
‘Thunderation,’  Father  said,  ‘there  is  a  man  in  his  shirt  sleeves  on  
those  steps.’  The  next  day  he  sold  his  house  for  what  he  had  paid  
for  it  and  we  moved  to  Beacon  Street.    [He]  had  sensed  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
620  William  Dean  Howells,  The  Rise  of  Silas  Lapham  (New  York:  W.  W.  Norton  &  Company,  1982),  
21.      
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approach  of  change;  a  man  in  his  shirt  sleeves  had  told  him  that  the  
days  of  the  South  End  were  numbered.621      
  
Single-­‐‑family  houses  thus  often  transitioned  into  multi-­‐‑unit  tenancy,  as  
boardinghouses  or  rooming  houses  kept  by  resident  housekeepers,  or  through  
conversion  to  apartments  owned  by  a  landlord  or  –lady,  who  may  or  may  not  
have  lived  nearby.622    At  the  same  time,  some  home-­‐‑owning  families  decided  to  
stay  in  the  South  End,  because  they  had  business  interests  nearby,  because  they  
could  not  sell  at  a  price  that  would  allow  them  to  upgrade  their  standard  of  
living  anywhere  else,  or  because  they  did  not  care  about  living  in  a  fashionable  
neighborhood.623  
By  the  end  of  the  nineteenth  century,  many  of  Boston’s  inner-­‐‑ring  
residential  neighborhoods,  including  both  the  South  End  and  the  Back  Bay,  
found  that  they  were  competing  with  the  enticements  of  suburbs  reachable  by  
new  electric  streetcars  and  elevated  railways.624    This  trend  was  particularly  
evident  in  the  South  End,  since  two  of  the  neighborhood’s  principal  rights-­‐‑of-­‐‑
way,  Washington  and  Tremont  Streets,  carried  these  important  new  mass  transit  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
621  John  P.  Marquand,  The  Late  George  Apley  (New  York:  Back  Bay  Books,  2004),  25-­‐‑26.  
622  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  The  South  End  District  Study  Committee  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  1983),  9,  12,  19.  
623  I  am  grateful  to  Karen  Robbins,  American  &  New  England  Studies  Program,  Boston  University,  
for  this  insight.  
624  Warner,  Jr.,  Streetcar  Suburbs,  36,  86-­‐‑106.  
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options.    Additionally,  streets  facing  the  tracks,  due  to  their  convenience,  
typically  experienced  change  from  prominent  houses  to  intensive  commercial  
and  rental  residential  use.    And  noise  from  elevated  railways  like  that  on  
Washington  Street  typically  repelled  residents  who  could  afford  to  live  in  quieter  
areas  of  the  city.625    By  the  1920s,  the  wider  availability  of  mass-­‐‑produced  cars  
encouraged  automobile  commuting  as  well,  further  augmenting  
suburbanization.626    For  the  next  several  decades,  those  who  could  afford  to  do  so  
increasingly  by-­‐‑passed  urban  neighborhoods  like  the  South  End,  especially  in  the  
1950s,  when  there  was  a  dramatic  flight  to  the  suburbs,  particularly  by  middle-­‐‑
class  white  families.  
These  technological,  social,  and  economic  trends  resulted  in  a  
demographic  transformation  of  the  neighborhood.    The  Irish  were,  perhaps,  the  
first  group  to  take  advantage  of  the  transition  that  the  South  End  was  
experiencing.    Blocked  economically  and  socially  from  more  fashionable  
neighborhoods,  the  Irish  found  the  South  End  more  than  met  their  needs.    	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
625  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  The  South  End  District  Study  Committee  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  1983),  9.  
626  Interestingly,  in  1927,  a  Dr.  Wilson  and  some  of  his  associates  spearheaded  a  revitalization  
campaign  in  Union  Square  by  buying  and  renovating  nineteenth-­‐‑century  townhouses.    They  
believed  that  the  area  had  potential  for  improvement,  like  Beacon  Hill,  which  Codman  père  et  fils  
were  working  to  rejuvenate  at  the  same  time.    The  stock  market  crash  and  subsequent  depression  
eventually  forced  these  improvers  to  sell  their  properties,  putting  an  end  to  this  early  South  End  
renewal  movement.    Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  The  South  End  District  Study  Committee  
Report  (Boston:  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  1983),  10.  
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Important  Irish  Catholic  institutions  such  as  the  Archdiocese’s  massive  1875  
Cathedral  of  the  Holy  Cross  on  Washington  Street  and  the  first  Boston  College  
and  Boston  College  High  School  on  Harrison  Avenue  attest  to  this  group’s  strong  
commitment  to  the  neighborhood.627    In  addition,  German  Jews  of  Congregation  
Adeth  Israel  built  the  city’s  largest  synagogue,  Temple  Israel,  on  Columbus  
Avenue.    And  African  Americans,  who  had  lived  on  the  North  Slope  of  Beacon  
Hill,  began  relocating  in  significant  numbers  to  the  South  End,  when  in  the  1870s  
the  state  legislature  redrew  the  boundaries  of  what  had  been  a  secure  African  
American  district.628    From  the  1890s  to  the  early  1920s,  the  South  End  also  
became  home  to  numerous  other  ethnic  and  religious  groups  from  Southern  and  
Eastern  Europe  –  and  occasionally  from  elsewhere,  like  Lebanon,  Syria,  and  
China.629    At  the  same  time,  local  reformers  and  philanthropists  founded  
settlement  houses  as  community  centers  for  the  new  immigrants,  to  provide  
neighborhood  services,  such  as  childcare  and  classes,  and  to  help  the  new  
arrivals  assimilate  to  their  American  surroundings.630  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
627  Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts:  Metropolitan  Boston,  136.  140;  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission,  The  South  End  District  Study  Committee  Report  (Boston:  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission,  1983),  15.  
628  Moying  Li-­‐‑Marcus,  Beacon  Hill:  The  Life  and  Times  of  a  Neighborhood,  38-­‐‑39.  
629  Jane  Holtz  Kay,  Preserving  New  England,  103.  
630  Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts:  Metropolitan  Boston,  144;  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
The  South  End  District  Study  Committee  Report  (Boston:  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  1983),  24.  
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Like  many  inner-­‐‑city  neighborhoods  in  Boston  and  elsewhere,  the  
economic  difficulties  of  the  Great  Depression  and  the  upheavals  of  World  War  II  
provided  little  inducement  to  private  reinvestment  in  the  South  End.    Journalist  J.  
Anthony  Lukas  has  noted  that  the  city  “began  building  low-­‐‑income  housing  in  
the  1930s,”  and  when  it  did  so  “all  blacks  were  automatically  assigned  to  a  single  
project:  Lenox  Street  in  the  South  End.”631    Meanwhile,  the  existing  built  
environment  of  the  neighborhood  endured  through  those  years,  receiving  little  
in  the  way  of  maintenance  or  improvement.    The  decade  after  the  Second  World  
War  proved  to  be  the  worst  for  the  South  End,  as  property  values  plummeted  
and  the  City  confiscated  houses  for  back  taxes.632      
By  mid-­‐‑century,  the  South  End  was  poised  for  change.    Puerto  Ricans,  
initially  lured  to  the  mainland  as  farm  workers,  decided  to  pursue  other  options  
and  began  to  arrive  in  the  neighborhood  during  the  1950s,  “settl[ing]  around  
West  Newton  Street,  between  Tremont  and  Washington  Streets.”633    In  addition  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
631  J.  Anthony  Lukas,  Common  Ground:  A  Turbulent  Decade  in  the  Lives  of  Three  American  Families  
(New  York:  Alfred  A  Knopf,  1985),  155.    Lenox  Street,  three  blocks  southwest  of  Massachusetts  
Avenue  is  on  the  border  between  the  South  End  and  Lower  Roxbury.    When  the  historic  district  
in  the  South  End  was  ultimately  created,  Lenox  Street  lay  just  outside  its  limits,  by  one  block.    For  
more  on  Lenox  Street,  see  Lawrence  J.  Vale,  From  the  Puritans  to  the  Projects:  Public  Housing  and  
Public  Neighbors  (Cambridge:  Harvard  University  Press,  2000),  192,  207-­‐‑212.  
632  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  The  South  End  District  Study  Committee  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  1983),  10,  12-­‐‑13;  Jane  Holtz  Kay,  Preserving  New  England,  103.  
633  Mario  Luis  Small,  Villa  Victoria:  The  Transformation  of  Social  Capital  in  a  Boston  Barrio  (Chicago:  
University  of  Chicago  Press,  2004),  22-­‐‑23.  
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to  these  demographic  shifts,  the  spirit  of  urban  renewal  and  the  promise  of  
neighborhood  rejuvenation  through  activist  governmental  programs  began  to  be  
felt  in  the  South  End.    In  1950,  residents  decided  to  celebrate  the  neighborhood’s  
centennial  with  the  express  purpose  of  promoting  community  spirit,  political  
activism,  and  economic  revitalization.634    From  1950  to  1953,  the  Boston  Housing  
Authority  built  the  508-­‐‑unit  Cathedral  Housing  Project  on  Washington  Street,  a  
large-­‐‑scale  complex  for  low-­‐‑income  African  Americans  that  included  a  thirteen-­‐‑
story  cruciform  tower  designed  by  Harold  Field  Kellogg.635    Shortly  thereafter,  
Mayor  John  Hynes  –  the  same  mayor  who  championed  the  demolition  of  large  
swaths  of  the  working-­‐‑class  West  End  to  make  room  for  middle-­‐‑class  high-­‐‑rise  
development  –  also  advocated  slum  clearance  and  new  construction  in  a  portion  
of  the  South  End  known  as  the  New  York  Streets  area  (since  the  thoroughfares  
there  bore  the  names  of  Native  American  tribes  in  colonial  New  York,  such  as  
Seneca,  Oneida,  and  Oswego).    Until  this  time,  that  area  just  south  of  the  Boston  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
634  Henry  W.  Harris,  “South  End,  at  100,  Sure  of  Its  Future,”  Boston  Globe,  May  7,  1950,  12-­‐‑A.    The  
choice  of  1950  as  a  centennial  year  may  derive  from  the  neighborhood’s  planning  history:  “In  
1850  the  city  took  steps  to  improve  the  public  lands  in  the  region,  and  through  the  work  of  the  
engineers  E.  S.  Chesbrough  and  William  P.  Parrott  a  varied  street  plan  was  developed  which  
stimulated  the  sale  of  building  lots.    Chester  Square  and  East  Chester  and  West  Chester  Parks  
(now  part  of  Massachusetts  Avenue)  were  established  in  that  year,  while  in  1851  Worcester  
Square  and  Union  Park  were  laid  out  and  sold  at  auction.”  Whitehill  and  Kennedy,  Boston:  A  
Topographical  History,  127.  




and  Albany  rail  corridor  and  adjacent  to  Harrison  Avenue  and  Shawmut  Street,  
was  residential  in  character.    The  Boston  Housing  Authority  –  and  later  the  
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  –  employed  powers  reserved  for  designated  
local  agencies  receiving  federal  urban  renewal  funds,  confiscating  thirteen  acres  
of  land,  relocating  858  families,  tearing  down  the  existing  buildings,  and  
converting  the  area  to  light  industrial  use.    (The  Boston  Herald  newspaper  soon  
established  its  headquarters  there.)    But  as  with  Mayor  Hynes’s  other  foray  into  
urban  renewal  in  the  West  End,  critics  assailed  the  rebuilt  New  York  Streets  area.    
Community  activists  like  Mel  King,  whose  parents  lost  their  home  there  to  the  
bulldozers,  cited  the  project  in  an  increasingly  long  list  of  urban  planning  
decisions  hostile  to  working  people  and  people  of  color.    Even  the  Mayor’s  allies  
thought  that  the  redevelopment  was  too  small  to  significantly  improve  the  city’s  
fortunes.636  
By  the  early  1960s,  after  John  Collins  became  mayor,  the  BRA  was  
beginning  to  develop  a  more  comprehensive  urban  renewal  plan  for  the  South  
End  neighborhood.    The  agency  cited  problems,  such  as  rundown  buildings,  
trash-­‐‑filled  vacant  lots,  traffic  congestion,  haphazard  mixes  of  land  uses,  and  
decreasing  population.    At  the  same  time,  the  planners  also  noted  the  strengths  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
636  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  76,  124,  145,  225.  
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of  the  area:  attractive  residential  streets,  a  unique  architectural  character,  a  
central  location,  and  fine  houses.    The  agency  acknowledged  that  some  people  
would  be  relocated,  though  it  attempted  to  reassure  residents:  “Under  Federal  
Law,  every  family  required  to  move  because  of  Urban  Renewal  action  must  be  
relocated,  by  the  BRA,  in  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  housing,  at  a  price  they  can  
afford.”    Perhaps  considering  the  debacle  of  displacement  brought  about  by  the  
West  End  project  a  decade  earlier,  the  Redevelopment  Authority  sought  to  
reassure  the  public.  “The  BRA  relocation  staff  will  give  every  family  personal  
and  confidential  attention.”    Officials  further  pointed  out,  “As  much  as  $200  per  
family  can  be  paid  for  moving  expenses.”    And  “Businessmen  can  be  
compensated  up  to  $25,000  for  .  .  .  moving  their  merchandise  and  fixtures  and  
dismantling  and  reassembly  of  their  machinery  and  equipment.”637    In  a  similar  
vein,  the  Redevelopment  Authority  indicated  a  new  approach  in  developing  
housing  projects.    While  preparing  to  build  the  Castle  Square  complex  on  
Tremont  Street,  the  agency  hired  United  South  End  Settlements  (USES),  a  
nonprofit  social  services  agency  with  a  long  history  in  the  neighborhood,  “to  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
637  The  population  of  the  South  End  in  1950  was  54,921,  while  by  1960,  it  had  fallen  to  34,133,  
representing  a  38%  decrease.    South  End  Urban  Renewal,  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  April  
1963,  Edward  J.  Logue,  Development  Administrator,  Mayor  John  F.  Collins,  10-­‐‑11,    21,  folder:  
“SOUTH  END  Project  Plans,”  Box  19,  BLC  records.  
	  	  
305 
promote  public  housing  as  a  resource.”638    USES  conducted  a  survey  of  residents,  
reporting  that  public  housing  had  a  reputation  as  “large,  poorly  designed  
institutions  with  all  manner  of  behavior  taking  place.”639    Meanwhile,  other  
planners  turned  their  gaze  to  existing  historic  buildings.    A  contemporaneous  
report  on  “The  Landmarks  of  the  South  End,”  inventoried  17  parks  and  squares,  
20  churches,  11  schools,  21  commercial  buildings,  27  large  residential  buildings,  
23  public  buildings,  plus  houses  and  carriage  houses.640  
By  the  middle  of  the  decade,  the  Redevelopment  Authority  calculated  that  
urban  renewal  in  the  South  End  would  require  1,730  families  and  1,820  single  
people  to  move.    Rehabilitation  of  existing  buildings  was  part  of  the  plan,  but  
specific  standards  for  historic  preservation  were  not.641    A  map  published  in  1965  
identified  areas  targeted  for  demolition,  public  facilities,  rehabilitation,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
638  These  efforts  to  reach  out  to  possible  public-­‐‑housing  tenants  initially  paid  off:  Among  those  
displaced  by  the  building  of  Castle  Square,  there  was  initially  strong  interest  in  considering  
public  housing  as  a  replacement.    But  bureaucratic  delays  in  processing  paperwork,  the  practice  
of  home  visits  to  determine  “social  desirability,”  and  lack  of  choice  in  selecting  apartments  where  
tenants  wanted  to  live  deterred  many.      Authorities  struggled  with  the  reality  that  “those  who  
chose  to  exercise  their  priority  for  public  housing  tended  to  be  those  with  the  fewest  choices.”    
While  80%  of  those  displaced  by  Castle  Square  were  white,  the  complex  is  now  predominantly  
Chinese-­‐‑American.    Vale,  From  the  Puritans  to  the  Projects,  297-­‐‑300.    
639  United  South  End  Settlements,  “Castle  Square  Residential  Relocation  Program:  Final  Report,”  
Feb.  1,  1964,  23,  quoted  in  Vale,  From  the  Puritans  to  the  Projects,  299.  
640  “Architectural-­‐‑Historical  Report  No.  2:  Landmarks  in  the  South  End,”  Nov.  8,  1963  
(handwritten  names  of  authors  added:  J.  Daniel  Selig  and  Robt.  Nylander;  “Mayors  Committee,  
W.  J.  Gurney  Sec.”),  folder:  “SOUTH  END  MISCELLANEOUS  RESEARCH,”  Box  19,  BLC  
records.    
641  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan  [1965?],  BRA,  Edward  J.  Logue,  Development  Administrator,  9,  
34-­‐‑35,  folder:  “SOUTH  END  Project  Plans,”  Box  19,  BLC  records.  
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construction  of  an  “inner  belt”  highway,  and  other  uses  (figure  4.14).642    All  told,  
the  renewal  area  comprised  616  acres,  in  which  half  of  the  existing  row  houses  
were  owner-­‐‑occupied.    Another  quarter  of  residences  were  rooming  houses.    
Numerous  bars  –  identified  as  a  problem  –  accounted  for  the  116  liquor  licenses  
in  the  neighborhood.    The  Redevelopment  Authority  boasted,  the  “Plan  is  a  
result  of  [a]  ‘planning  with  people’  process,”  involving  over  350  public  meetings  
that  resulted  in  a  “consensus.”    Three  quarters  of  all  buildings  would  be  retained  
and  upgraded.643    By  the  winter  of  1966,  the  City  Council  endorsed  the  plan.644    It  
has  been  called  the  largest  urban  renewal  project  in  the  United  States.645      
In  short  order,  however,  “consensus”  (if  it  ever  existed)  fractured,  and  
opposition  grew  around  two  BRA  projects  in  particular.    The  first  concerned  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
642  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Plan  [1965?],  BRA,  Edward  J.  Logue,  Development  Administrator,  
folder:  “SOUTH  END  Project  Plans,”  Box  19,  BLC  records.    “The  idea  of  an  Inner  Belt  highway  
originated  in  the  Master  Highway  Plan  of  1948  issued  by  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  
Works.    The  state  proposed  to  extend  Interstate  95  from  Route  128  in  Canton  through  Hyde  Park  
and  Jamaica  Plain  and  into  the  South  End.    The  proposed  Inner  Belt  would  then  cut  through  the  
city  from  the  southern  sections  through  the  Fenway,  across  the  Charles  River  and  through  
portions  of  Cambridge.    After  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1956,  the  proposal  mushroomed  to  
included  a  five-­‐‑story-­‐‑high  interchange  in  the  South  End  connecting  it  with  a  new  Southwest  
Expressway.”    Kennedy,  Planning  the  City  Upon  a  Hill,  198.  
643  South  End  Urban  Renewal:  The  Sixteen  Neighborhoods  Plan  for  a  Better  Community,  Aug.  1965,  2-­‐‑3,  
folder:  “SOUTH  END  Project  Plans,”  Box  19,  BLC  records.  
644  New  South  End,  “It’s  Almost  Here:  Urban  Renewal  Nears  Final  Step,”  Feb.  1966  (Vol.  1,  No.  4),  
1.    Royal  Cloud  was  the  editor  of  this  publication,  which  bore  the  disclaimer,  “The  views  
expressed  herein  are  not  necessarily  those  of  the  members  or  officers  of  the  Organization.”    
Folder:  “SOUTH  END  Project  Plans,”  Box  19,  BLC  records.  
645  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  The  South  End  District  Study  Committee  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  1983),  10;  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  230.  
	  	  
307 
Parcel  19  (bounded  by  West  Newton  St.,  Drapers  Lane,  Newland  St.,  Pelham  St.,  
West  Dedham  St.,  and  Shawmut  Ave.),  which  the  Redevelopment  Authority  had  
assembled  with  the  intent  of  relocating  existing  residents,  demolishing  existing  
buildings,  and  erecting  high-­‐‑end  condominiums  and  commercial  space.  646    In  
1967,  a  group  of  mostly  Puerto  Rican  renters  who  lived  in  the  area  began  to  meet  
at  St.  Stephen’s  Episcopal  Church  to  voice  their  concerns  about  these  plans.    The  
following  year,  they  formed  the  Emergency  Tenants’  Council  to  fight  back,  
eventually  spinning  off  an  organization,  Inquilinos  Boricuas  en  Accion,  Inc.  
(IBA),  which  successfully  argued  for  a  more  participatory  approach  to  urban  
renewal.    Soon,  they  persuaded  the  Redevelopment  Authority  to  allow  IBA  to  
develop  Villa  Victoria  (“Victory  Village”)  as  a  project  that  eschewed  luxury,  
high-­‐‑rise  Modernist  towers  in  favor  of  affordable,  low-­‐‑rise,  culturally  
appropriate  buildings  that  reflected  the  Caribbean  and  rural  background  of  the  
residents.647      
A  second  controversy  sprung  up  around  Parcel  11,  on  Dartmouth  Street  
by  the  railroad  tracks,  which  had  been  cleared  of  its  buildings  and  was  a  parking  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
646  Parcel  19  was  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “3  South  End  projects  OK’d,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  1,  1980,  1.  
647  Architect  John  Sharatt  designed  Villa  Victoria,  which  was  constructed  between  1969  and  1976.    
Morgan,  Buildings  of  Massachusetts:  Metropolitan  Boston,  138;  Small,  Villa  Victoria,  xiv,  36-­‐‑37,  39-­‐‑40.  
The  Emergency  Tenants’  Council  was  founded  by  “Fr.  William  Dwyer,  a  Spanish-­‐‑speaking  




lot,  awaiting  construction  of  a  seven-­‐‑story  garage  with  a  tower  and  a  plaza.648    As  
residents  increasingly  came  to  oppose  the  Redevelopment  Authority’s  continued  
reliance  on  demolition  and  displacement,  activists  from  the  group  Community  
Assembly  for  a  United  South  End  (CAUSE)  set  out  on  April  26,1968  to  occupy  
the  lot  and  distribute  leaflets  reading:  “Dear  Car  Parker:  South  End  people  want  
to  live  in  decent  homes  at  reasonable  rents.    No  housing  has  been  built.    People  
have  been  moved,  of  course.    Housing  should  be  built  on  this  land.”  The  police  
made  a  few  arrests,  but  the  city,  hoping  to  de-­‐‑escalate  the  crisis,  granted  
temporary  permission  for  the  protesters,  who  were  pitching  tents  on  this  site,  to  
remain.    Within  a  few  days,  there  were  over  200  people  occupying  “Tent  City.”    
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  had  been  shot  fewer  than  two  weeks  earlier,  and  his  
father,  who  was  in  town  for  a  memorial  service  to  his  son,  visited  the  site  and  
offered  words  of  support.    By  April  30,  the  protesters  concluded  that  they  had  
made  their  point  and  returned  home.    The  next  day,  BRA  director  “Hale  
Champion  issued  a  sweeping  edict  halting  further  demolition  of  homes  in  the  
South  End  and  promising  that  a  major  low-­‐‑income  housing  program  would  be  
launched  within  ninety  days.”649  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
648  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  238;  Kennedy,  Planning  the  City  Upon  a  Hill,  201.  
649  Lukas,  Common  Ground,  185-­‐‑186.  
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In  addition  to  the  two  groups  represented  by  these  conflicts  –  low-­‐‑income  
renters  on  one  hand  and  professional  urban  renewal  advocates  on  the  other  –  a  
third  group  was  increasingly  becoming  visible.    The  South  End,  like  
neighborhoods  in  other  American  cities,  started  to  become  popular  with  young  
professionals  seeking  an  alternative  to  suburban  residential  options.650    For  
example,  Martha  and  Eliot  Rothman,  recent  graduates  of  the  Harvard  Graduate  
School  of  Design,  bought  a  four-­‐‑story  townhouse  in  the  South  End  in  1966  (figure  
4.15).651    Additionally,  “Prof.  Walter  Weibrecht  who  teaches  chemistry  at  the  
University  of  Massachusetts”  exemplified  this  trend:  “He  has  moved  in  to  30  
Clarendon  st.  [sic].    His  neighbors  include  a  political  science  teacher  at  Brandeis  
and  his  wife;  nurses,  an  M.I.T.  faculty  member  and  his  wife,  an  Air  Force  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
650  Lukas  characterizes  new  residents  as  arriving  in  phases.    The  first  group  were  gay  people,  who  
“often  gravitated  to  ‘fringe’  communities  where  houses  could  be  picked  up  for  a  song  and  later  
sold  for  a  symphony.    As  they  scrubbed  and  redecorated  the  old  bow  fronts,  word  of  the  
astonishing  results  spread  to  straight  members  of  the  artistic  community  –  painters,  sculptors,  
and  particularly,  architects  –  who  became  the  second  wave  of  immigrants  to  ‘the  new  South  End.’    
“Then  came  others,  more  conventional  young  people,  some  of  them  drawn  by  the  bargain  prices  
on  Victorian  bow-­‐‑fronts,  some  by  the  neighborhood’s  convenience  to  downtown,  still  others  by  
the  racial  and  social  integration,  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  ‘a  great  urban  adventure.’.  .  .  
The  American  model  was  Georgetown,  Washington’s  charming  enclave  of  Federal  brick  town  
houses,  where  private  rehabilitation  had  begun  as  early  as  the  1930s.  .  .  .  And  by  1963,  several  
hundred  middle-­‐‑class  families  has  established  themselves  in  the  South  End,  particularly  on  
Union  Park  and  other  streets  near  downtown.”    Lukas,  Common  Ground,  168-­‐‑169.  
651  Martha  Rothman  later  served  on  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.    Ellen  Goodman,  “When  
architects  remodel—naturally,”  Boston  Globe,  May  2,  1968,  25.  
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lieutenant,  lawyers,  architect  [sic],  and  real  estate  experts.”652    These  recent  
arrivals  exemplified  the  rise  in  Boston  and  in  other  North  American  cities  of  a  
new  middle  class,  distinctly  different  from  both  the  existing  middle  class  
typically  drawn  to  the  suburbs  and  the  existing  working  class  living  in  the  inner  
city.653  
In  the  face  of  urban  renewal,  many  residents  –  both  old-­‐‑timers  and  
newcomers  alike  –  formed  and  joined  neighborhood  associations  to  make  sure  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
652  Phyllis  Coons,  “So.  End  Apartments  Lure  Young  Professionals:  Apartment  Living,”  Boston  
Globe,  June  11,  1967,  58B;  Marjorie  Sherman,  “South  End  glows  as  suburbanites  move  in,”  Boston  
Globe,  Oct.  17,  1971,  26  A.    Jane  Holtz  Kay,  Preserving  New  England,  104.      
653  Suleiman  Osman  ably  chronicles  a  parallel  phenomenon  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  where  urban-­‐‑
oriented,  often  countercultural,  white-­‐‑collar  professionals  were  transforming  run-­‐‑down,  
Victorian  row-­‐‑house  districts.    After  due  consideration,  Osman  settles  on  the  label  “a  new  middle  
class,”  utilized  by  Canadian  geographer  David  Ley,  to  describe  this  group.  See  Suleiman  Osman,  
The  Invention  of  Brownstone  Brooklyn:  Gentrification  and  the  Search  for  Authenticity  in  Postwar  New  
York  (New  York:  Oxford  University  Press,  2011),  8,  11-­‐‑12,  285;  David  Ley,  The  New  Middle  Class  
and  the  Remaking  of  the  Central  City  (Oxford  University  Press,  1997),  passim.  Richard  Florida  is  
known  for  using  the  phrase,  “the  creative  class.”    See  his,  The  Rise  of  the  Creative  Class:  And  How  
It’s  Transforming  Work,  Leisure  and  Everyday  Life  (New  York:  Basic  Books,  2002).    Columnist  David  
Brooks  compactly  captures  the  tension  between  countercultural  social  values  and  middle-­‐‑class  
economic  positioning  in  the  phrase  “bourgeois  bohemians.”    See  his  Bobos  in  Paradise:  The  New  
Upper  Class  and  How  They  Got  There  (New  York:  Simon  and  Schuster,  2000).  
Lukas  chronicles  one  white  family’s  search  for  a  town  house  in  the  South  End,  Colin  and  Joan  
Diver,  as  they  grapple  with  the  likelihood  that  their  buying  into  the  neighborhood  will  result  in  
the  displacement  of  existing  lower-­‐‑income  tenants.    They  ultimately  “decided  not  to  buy  a  
rooming  house.    They  couldn’t  reconcile  themselves  to  the  prospect  of  evicting  tenants,  
particularly  old,  helpless  people,  and  they  told  the  brokers  they  wanted  a  house  from  which  only  
the  previous  owner  would  be  displaced.    The  Divers  realized  that  their  stand  contained  an  
element  of  self-­‐‑delusion.    If  they  were  to  buy  an  empty  house,  they  wouldn’t  inquire  too  closely  
as  to  how  many  tenants  had  been  removed  to  make  way  for  the  sale.    And  even  if  they  displaced  
nobody  themselves,  they  knew  they  were  part  of  a  movement  which  was  forcing  hundreds,  
perhaps  thousands,  of  people  out  of  the  South  End.”  Lukas,  Common  Ground,  163.  
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their  interests  were  not  overlooked.654    In  1966,  a  group  attracted  to  the  area’s  
history,  architecture,  and  preservation  formed  the  South  End  Historical  Society.    
The  next  year,  the  new  organization  organized  the  first  of  many  house  tours,  
featuring,  for  example,  the  mid  nineteenth  century  townhouse  of  Royal  Cloyd  
(figure  4.16).655    In  1968,  the  Historical  Society  published  a  booklet  about  the  
South  End,  the  work  of  a  number  of  contributors.    In  his  introduction,  the  
organization’s  president,  Richard  O.  Card,  described  the  influx  of  “the  new  
urbanites.”    A  second  contributor,  Julia  Atkinson,  noted:  
There  are  sixteen  neighborhood  associations  whose  monthly  
meetings  are  frequently  fiery;  there  are  other  independent  
organizations  to  help  the  disadvantaged  and  to  keep  a  proprietary  
eye  on  urban  renewal.    The  old-­‐‑timers  and  the  new-­‐‑comers  may  
have  unresolved  conflicts,  but  have  the  common  goal  to  maintain  
the  character  of  the  South  End  during  the  process  of  upgrading  it.    
The  home  owner  and  those  who  rent  do  not  often  see  eye  to  eye  but  
they,  too,  have  these  same  goals.656  
  
A  third  contributor  to  this  work,  Barbara  Sealock  quotes  Royal  Cloyd,  who  
reported:  
In  one  section  [of  the  South  End],  there  are  people  on  welfare,  
millionaires,  politicians,  artists,  a  Negro  couple  from  an  Alabama  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
654  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  The  South  End  District  Study  Committee  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  1983),  10;  O’Connor,  Building  a  New  Boston,  227.  
655  The  house  was  located  at  42  Union  Park.    Cloyd  worked  for  the  Unitarian  Universalist  
Association.    Phyllis  Coons,  “Renaissance  in  the  South  End,”  Boston  Globe,  May  25,  1967,  40.  
656  Julia  Atkinson,  “History  and  Development  of  the  South  End,”  in  A  Picture  of  the  South  End;  or,  
The  citizens  and  strangers  guide  to  the  metropolis  of  Massachusetts  and  its  southerly  environs  with  
curious  addenda  (Boston:  South  End  Historical  Society,  1968),  20.  
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farm,  families  from  Puerto  Rico  and  Nebraska,  about  ‘25%  of  
Boston’s  architects,’  and  a  federal  government  consultant  or  two.657  
  
In  1969,  the  Historical  Society  formed  an  Historic  District  Committee,  
which  began  to  articulate  a  growing  sense  of  dissatisfaction  with  urban  renewal.    
In  a  comprehensive  report,  the  group  expanded  upon  this  theme:  
  
‘Preservation’  in  the  South  End  used  to  be  almost  synonymous  with  
‘renewal’.    Most  people  believed  that  it  was  enough  to  encourage  private  
rehabilitation;  that  there  were  sufficient  controls  in  the  urban  renewal  
process  to  ensure  new  construction  which  was  compatible  with  the  area.    
Today,  people  are  beginning  to  feel  that  the  incentives  and  the  controls  
provided  were  not  enough.  
  
Rehabilitation  in  some  cases  has  proven  almost  as  destructive  as  
demolition.    On  Tremont  Street  in  particular  it  has  produced  aluminum  
storefronts  and  phony  shingle  facades  –  both  totally  inappropriate  to  the  
street  face.    New  construction  on  Columbus  Avenue  is  disastrous  in  spite  
of  restrictions  and  design  review.    As  we  watch  the  John  Hancock  Tower  
and  a  new  parking  structure  rising  on  the  fringes  of  the  South  End,  we  
wonder  what  protection  we  have  against  the  encroachment  of  large  scale  
new  development.  
  
It  is  for  these  reasons  that  the  Historic  District  Committee  undertook  a  
review  of  the  various  ways  by  which  it  may  be  possible  to  protect  the  
architectural  and  environmental  integrity  of  the  South  End.  
  
The  Committee  explored  the  physical  character  of  the  neighborhood  and  the  
likely  way  of  dealing  with  it:  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
657  Barbara  Sealock,  “Eyewitnessing  the  South  End  Today”  in  A  Picture  of  the  South  End;  or,  The  
citizens  and  strangers  guide  to  the  metropolis  of  Massachusetts  and  its  southerly  environs  with  curious  
addenda  (Boston:  South  End  Historical  Society,  1968),  34.  
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The  South  End’s  assets  are  less  in  individual  buildings  of  great  historic  or  
architectural  significance  than  in  the  character  and  integrity  of  the  area  as  
a  whole.    Therefore,  preservation  efforts  aimed  at  preserving  individual  
buildings  –  ‘tho  important  –  should  be  secondary  to  those  efforts  geared  to  
protecting  the  architectural  and  environmental  quality  of  the  entire  area.  
  
Existing  tools,  such  as  conventional  zoning,  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  
Plan,  and  [the]  Design  Review  process  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment  
Authority  fail  to  meet  the  preservation  needs  of  the  South  End.  
  
The  kind  of  preservation  tool  which  seems  to  offer  the  greatest  
opportunity  for  the  South  End  is  some  form  of  architectural  control  
district.  
  
The  Committee  also  reflected  on  whether  the  Historical  Society  or  some  other  
group  should  take  the  lead.    They  further  demonstrated  an  awareness  of  the  
Massachusetts  enabling  legislation  permitting  historic  districts,  the  Savannah  
guidelines  governing  rehabilitation  in  that  Georgia  city’s  historic  district,  and  the  
nearby  Cambridge  preservation  program’s  efforts  at  recording  data  about  its  
historic  resources.658    
By  the  spring  of  1970,  simmering  tensions  between  long-­‐‑term,  low-­‐‑income  
renters  and  more  recently  arrived  middle-­‐‑class  owners  manifested  themselves  at  
one  of  the  Historical  Society’s  house  tours.    Dozens  of  protestors,  including  
members  of  the  South  End  Tenants  Committee,  picketed  the  event  and  expressed  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
658  Stapled  packet,  “report  of  S.E.  Hist.  Society”  (handwritten  title),  undated,  but  with  no  
bibliographic  references  later  than  Dec.  1969,  13  pp.  with  references  and  appendices;  folder:  
“SOUTH  END:  South  End  Historical  Society,”  Box  19  (“BLC  NR  &  Other  Research,  Roslindale,  
South  Boston,  South  End”),  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.  
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concern  that  the  influx  of  moneyed  buyers  from  outside  the  neighborhood  was  
driving  up  the  price  of  housing.    One  demonstrator  called  the  Historical  Society  
“a  mere  lackey  for  realty  agencies.”    Another  marcher,  Chuck  O’Neill,  criticized  
the  organization  for  “just  giving  teas  and  catering  to  the  middle  class.”    But  a  
spokesman  for  the  group,  Dean  Steward,  said,  “Having  middle-­‐‑class  people  in  
the  South  End  can  be  beneficial,”  suggesting  that  newly  arrived  suburbanites  can  
learn  from  long-­‐‑standing  residents  about  inner-­‐‑city  problems,  while  long-­‐‑term  
South  End  inhabitants  can  learn  from  the  newcomers  to  more  effectively  lobby  
city  politicians  to  address  neighborhood  issues.659    The  protest  also  showed  that  
the  lines  between  these  two  groups  did  not  necessarily  fall  along  predicted  racial  
categories.    One  of  the  houses  that  the  marchers  targeted  was  the  home  of  a  
young  couple,  Jerry  and  Gloria  Pinckney,  at  161  West  Brookline  Street.    Mr.  
Pinckney  explained,  “The  reason  we  participated  in  the  tour  is  because  we  are  
black  and  would  like  to  see  more  black  people  in  the  neighborhood.”    He  added,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
659  Linda  Cameron,  “South  End  residents  protest  tour  of  houses,”  Bay  State  Banner,  Vol.  6,  Issue  34  
(May  7,  1970),  1;  Jane  Pierce,  “The  hush  of  Victoriana,”  Boston  Globe,  April  30,  1970,  32.    Sulieman  
Osman  notes  that  new  arrivals  in  Brooklyn  exploited  their  social,  intellectual,  and  political  capital  
to  help  improve  the  city.    Osman,  The  Invention  of  Brownstone  Brooklyn,  141,  145,  
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“The  purpose  of  the  tour  is  to  fill  the  gap  between  the  well-­‐‑to-­‐‑do  and  poorer  
residents.”660  
During  the  winter  of  1971,  Marcia  Myers,  writing  on  behalf  of  the  
Historical  Society,  sent  her  thoughts  to  the  advisory  Boston  Landmarks  
Commission  that  Mayor  White  had  appointed  a  couple  years  earlier.    She  
outlined  the  changing  attitudes  among  some  in  the  South  End:  
Some  time  ago  a  group  within  the  South  End  Historical  Society  became  
convinced  that  a  stronger  preservation  effort  was  needed  in  the  area.    
Many  of  us  had  formerly  believed  that  urban  renewal,  with  its  
encouragement  of  rehabilitation  and  design  review  for  new  construction,  
would  insure  that  the  South  End  would  be  preserved  and  that  new  
construction  would  be  compatible  with  existing  architecture.  
  
Gradually,  however,  our  confidence  in  the  urban  renewal  process  was  
undermined  as  new  housing  –  notably  that  on  Columbus  Avenue  –  was  
built  which  was  totally  insensitive  to  its  environment.661    Rehabilitation  in  
some  cases  proved  equally  disastrous.  
  
Referring  to  the  recommendation  of  the  new  committee  of  the  Historical  Society  
to  look  into  “some  sort  of  architectural  control  district  –  perhaps  more  flexible  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
660  Linda  Cameron,  “South  End  residents  protest  tour  of  houses,”  Bay  State  Banner,  Vol.  6,  Issue  34  
(May  7,  1970),  1;  Jane  Pierce,  “The  hush  of  Victoriana,”  Boston  Globe,  April  30,  1970,  32;  Lukas,  
Common  Ground,  163-­‐‑164.    Many  African  American  professionals  in  Brooklyn  were  in  an  
analogous  position.    Osman,  The  Invention  of  Brownstone  Brooklyn,  135.  
661  The  new  housing  on  Columbus  Avenue  refers  to  the  Methunion  complex  of  buildings,  
constructed  1970  to  1971.    The  nearby  Union  United  Methodist  Church  utilized  a  provision  of  the  
Housing  Act  of  1961  that  allowed  nonprofit  organizations  to  sponsor  low-­‐‑  and  moderate-­‐‑income  
housing  projects.    The  church  formed  the  Columbus  Avenue  Housing  Corporation  for  this  
purpose,  employing  architect  Henry  Boles  to  create  an  initial  design  in  1965.    But  budgetary  
concerns  prompted  a  cost-­‐‑cutting  and  infelicitous  redesign.    Upon  opening,  it  was  managed  by  
the  Codman  Company.    Lukas,  Common  Ground,  183-­‐‑185,  188,  191.  
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than  those  of  Beacon  Hill  or  Back  Bay,  but  using  a  similar  mechanism,”  Myers  
pointed  out,  “[w]e  are  now  at  the  point  of  undertaking  an  architectural  survey  of  
the  South  End  to  better  assess  what  areas  might  be  included  in  a  district  and  the  
essential  physical  and  spatial  values  which  need  protection.”  Consequently,  
We  would  like  to  enlist  [the  Landmark  Commission’s]  advice  and  
assistance  both  in  the  general  project  of  establishing  some  architectural  
controls  in  the  South  End  and  the  specific  task  of  carrying  out  an  
architectural  survey  of  the  area.    We  would  welcome  an  opportunity  to  
discuss  these  matters  with  you  or  your  staff.662  
  
The  chair  of  the  advisory  Landmarks  Commission,  H.  Lawrence  Tafe,  replied  in  
March,  noting,  
[T]he  Landmarks  Commission  is  currently  working  on  proposed  
legislation  to  establish  a  statutory  Landmark  Commission  for  the  City.  .  .  
One  of  the  primary  objectives  of  such  a  public  body  would  be  to  
encourage  and  support  projects  initiated  by  local  community  groups  such  
as  yours.    If  the  proposed  legislation  becomes  law,  the  permanent  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission  will  be  empowered  to  designate  landmarks  and  
districts  for  protective  architectural  controls[,]  and  this  process  will  afford  
the  South  End  community  an  opportunity  to  advise  the  Commission  with  
respect  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  controls  desirable  in  that  area.  
  
Tafe  also  responded  favorably  to  Myers’s  request  for  technical  assistance:  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
662  Letter,  Feb.  22,  1971,  from  Marcia  Myers,  on  South  End  Historical  Society  letterhead  (with  
tagline,  “Using  the  Past  to  Serve  the  Future”),  to  H.  Lawrence  Tafe,  Esq.,  Chairman,  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  Room  911,  City  Hall,  Boston;  folder:  “SOUTH  END:  South  End  
Historical  Society,”  Box  19  (“BLC  NR  &  Other  Research,  Roslindale,  South  Boston,  South  End”),  
records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.    In  July  1971  Marcia  Myers  was  reported  to  be  a  
“chief  of  special  projects  in  the  planning  department,  who  holds  degrees  from  Mt.  Holyoke  and  
MIT.”    Jean  Dietz,  “11  women  allege  sex  discrimination  at  BRA,”  Boston  Globe,  July  17,  1971,  5.    
Later,  she  would  become  the  director  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.  
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The  Historical  Society  is  correct  in  assuming  that  an  architectural  survey  is  
of  first  priority  in  documenting  the  case  for  conservation.    The  
Commission’s  staff  members,  John  Bryan,  Rosalind  Pollan,  and  Kristin  
O’Connell,  will  be  pleased  to  meet  with  you  to  discuss  the  planning  and  
execution  of  the  architectural  survey.    I  hope  you  will  call  on  the  
Commission  and  its  staff  if  we  may  be  of  any  further  assistance  to  you.663  
  
The  early  involvement  of  and  cooperation  with  the  Landmarks  Commission  –  
even  before  it  had  the  statutory  authority  to  designate  anything  –  is  notable.    The  
lead-­‐‑time  for  this  designation  effort  was  considerable  –  a  decade  and  a  half  
between  the  Historical  Society  forming  the  Historic  District  Committee  and  the  
final  designation  of  the  South  End.  
Preparations  to  conduct  a  survey  of  historic  resources  got  under  way.    The  
Historical  Society  engaged  a  speaker,  John  Ryan,  to  present  at  its  general  
membership  meeting  about  survey  techniques.    Additionally,  it  was  noted  that  a  
Ph.D.  candidate  at  Brown  University,  Peggy  Smith,  was  researching  the  South  
End.    Consequently,  she  could  possibly  work  on  the  survey.664  
Yet  running  concurrently  with  all  this  purposeful  action  was  a  clash  of  
cultures.    The  encounter  between  newly  arrived  gentrifiers  and  long-­‐‑term  lower-­‐‑
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
663  Letter,  March  10,  1971,  from  H.  Lawrence  Tafe  to  Marcia  Myers,  folder:  “SOUTH  END:  South  
End  Historical  Society,”  Box  19  (“BLC  NR  &  Other  Research,  Roslindale,  South  Boston,  South  
End”),  records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.  
664  Handwritten  notes,  March  11,  1971,  folder:  “SOUTH  END:  South  End  Historical  Society,”  Box  




income  residents  had  been  simmering  for  some  time.    The  real  estate  section  of  
the  Boston  Globe  had  been  running  glowing  reports  of  neighborhood  
improvement  in  the  South  End,  and  resident  Alison  Barnet  mocked  these  
accounts  in  satire.    She  poked  fun  at  the  plethora  of  various  neighborhood  
groups,  conjuring  an  alphabet  soup  of  her  own  acronyms  such  at  “ETC  (Evict  the  
Colored?),  PAC  (Prostitutes  Action  Council),  and  HORSE  (WHORSE?)  
(Historical  Organization  for  the  Rehabilitation  of  the  South  End).”    In  a  nod  to  
the  plight  of  those  facing  displacement,  Barnet  sarcastically  suggested  how    
Felipe  and  Conchita  Gonsales  moved  out  to  their  own  fashionable  
townhouse  in  fashionable  Puerto  Rico.    Leroy  and  Thelma  Brown  find  
they  have  fewer  roaches,  smaller  rats  and  more  luxurious  space  in  their  
unheated  apartment  with  13-­‐‑foot  ceilings,  running  water,  and  marble  
hearths  on  West  Newton  street  [sic].  
  
At  the  same  time,  Barnet  imagines  the  pronouncements  of  a  property  
owner  rehabbing  his  seventh  townhouse:    
Buildings  that  were  once  over-­‐‑crowded  with  multi-­‐‑families  with  10  
children  each  make  desirable  one-­‐‑family  residences  now.    I  plan  to  
rehabilitate  all  my  properties  for  single  families  or  single  adults  within  six  
months.    I’ll  hate  to  see  the  Brown  family  go  .  .  .  but  I’m  one  of  the  young  
suburbanites  with  a  dream  for  the  future  of  the  South  End.665  
  
Meanwhile,  earnest  South  End  residents  with  an  interest  in  documenting  
the  historic  architecture  of  the  neighborhood  began  working  on  a  photographic  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
665  Alison  Barnet,  “A  sort  of  parody,”  Boston  Globe,  Oct.  31,  1971,  A  7.  
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survey.    Pauline  Chase  Harrell,  a  recent  arrival  in  the  South  End  from  New  
Haven,  where  her  husband  John  earned  a  degree  in  architecture  from  Yale,  
“developed  the  method  for  and  co-­‐‑ordinated”  the  project  as  the  director  of  
preservation  at  the  South  End  Historical  Society.666    Fieldwork  wrapped  up  in  the  
summer  of  1972.    Meanwhile,  Marcia  Myers  and  Deborah  Gott-­‐‑lin  completed  
researching  and  writing  the  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  
Places  in  February  1973,  describing  the  238-­‐‑acre  area  as  “the  largest  remaining  
Victorian  urban  residential  neighborhood  in  the  United  States.”667    Three  months  
later,  officials  in  Washington,  DC,  listed  the  neighborhood  on  that  roster.668  
By  this  time,  the  South  End  was  receiving  notice  in  the  business  
community  as  a  part  of  the  city  that  had  significant  potential.    Notably,  in  1972  
the  Codman  Company,  the  descendent  of  the  Beacon  Hill  real  estate  firm  of  
William  and  John  Codman,  opened  an  office  in  the  South  End.669      
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
666  Pauline  Chase  Harrell  was  also  a  Ph.D.  candidate  at  Tufts  University  “in  19th-­‐‑Century  
American  history,  art,  and  architecture,”  while  her  husband  John  worked  as  an  architect  with  the  
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority.    They  “paid  about  $33,000”  for  their  six-­‐‑story  bow-­‐‑front  
townhouse  in  Concord  Square.    By  1976,  they  estimated  it  had  “at  least  doubled  in  value  since  
1970.”    After  passage  of  legislation  in  1975  authorizing  Boston  to  create  a  statutory  Landmarks  
Commission,  Mayor  White  appointed  Harrell  to  the  new  board,  on  which  she  served  as  chair  for  
many  years.      
667  Marcia  Myers  and  Deborah  Gott-­‐‑lin,  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  Inventory  –  
Nomination  Form  for  the  South  End  District,  Feb.  1973.  
668  Kenneth  Campbell,  “South  End  among  3  Hub  districts  named  National  Historical  Sites,  Boston  
Globe,  May  26,  1973,  26.  
669  “Codman  opens  in  South  End,”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  20,  1972,  A51.  
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Unfazed  by  street  protests  and  satirical  letters  to  the  editor,  the  South  End  
Historical  Society  planned  a  fundraising  party,  a  “Victorian  Champagne  Ball,”  to  
take  place  in  January  1974  at  the  historic  Cylcorama  building  on  Tremont  Street,  
with  black  tie  or  Victorian  attire  indicated.670    The  event  was  not  to  escape  
controversy.    Approximately  fifty  people,  calling  themselves  the  Ad  Hoc  
Committee  for  a  South  End  for  South  Enders,  formed  a  picket  line,  which  
hundreds  of  opulently  dressed  couples  crossed.    In  a  prepared  statement,  the  
marchers  called  the  soiree  “obscene,”  an  event  where  “those  who  love  our  
townhouses  but  don’t  want  us  to  live  in  them  sip  their  champagne  and  dance  
gaily.”671    A  similar  ball  the  following  winter,  held  at  the  First  Corps  Cadet  
Armory,  just  outside  the  boundaries  of  the  South  End,  appears  to  have  taken  
place  without  incident.672    House  tours  also  took  place  without  further  protest  
through  the  end  of  the  decade.673  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
670  Alison  Arnold,  “Nostalgia  at  the  ball,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  14,  1974,  14.  
671  “South  End  group  protests  dance,”  Boston  Globe,  Jan.  27,  1974,  39.  
672  Alison  Arnold,  “Armory  Ball  revisited,”  Boston  Globe,  Feb.  10,  1975,  11;  Alison  Arnold,  
“Recapturing  bygone  days,”  Boston  Globe,  March  16,  1975,  A  28.  
673  Alison  Arnold,  “Homes,  gardens  on  2  city  tours,  Boston  Globe,  May  12,  1974,  A  11;  Alison  
Arnold,  “South  End  house  tour:  3  beauties,”  Boston  Globe,  May  4,  1975,  D8;  Alison  Arnold,  “South  
End  open  house,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  21,  1975,  B8;  Alison  Arnold,  “Victoriana  to  reign  in  Boston,”  
Boston  Globe,  May  8,  1977,  A15;  Virginia  Bohlin,  “Two  suburbanites  settle  in  South  End,”  Boston  
Globe,  May  12,  1978,  37;  Virginia  Bohlin,  “Architect  does  his  homework,”  Boston  Globe,  May  11,  
1979,  43;  Virginia  Bohlin,  “A  country-­‐‑Victorian  blend  in  the  South  End,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  14,  
1979,  31;  Linda  Matchan,  “Rolling  out  the  welcome  mat:  At  historic  houses,  hidden  gardens,”  
Boston  Globe,  May  15,  1980,  A  16;  Virginia  Bohlin,  “Leaving  the  suburbs  far  behind  them,”  Boston  
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By  the  mid  1970s,  the  expenditure  of  public  funds  on  neighborhood  
infrastructure  –  especially  sidewalks  –  became  an  issue.    As  noted  in  an  earlier  
chapter,  brick  sidewalks  on  Beacon  Hill  became  a  flash  point  for  community  
concern  during  both  the  1920s  and  the  1940s.    Now,  with  the  availability  of  urban  
renewal  funding,  residents  of  other  neighborhoods  wanted  a  share  of  funds  to  
bring  about  similar  results.    By  1975,  Beacon  Hill  and  Bay  Village  had  a  more  or  
less  complete  set  of  brick  sidewalks.    In  the  Back  Bay,  about  a  third  of  sidewalks  
were  brick.    But  the  South  End  was  neglected.    Representatives  of  the  Historical  
Society  wrote  to  the  Redevelopment  Authority  asking  for  public  investment  in  
this  regard.    Judy  McDonough  reviewed  the  request,  finding  that  there  are  only  
“a  small  number  of  logical  districts  where  brick  sidewalks,  etc.,  are  appropriate,”  
and  the  South  End  was  one  of  them.    Consequently,  she  recommended  that  the  
work  be  done.674    The  City  let  out  a  contract  for  rebuilding  sidewalks  in  the  South  
End,  and  by  the  fall  of  1976,  results  started  to  be  visible.675  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Globe,  Dec.  12,  1980,  57;  Helen  Bohn  Jordan,  “To  satisfy  your  curiosity:  Peak  in  on  a  Boston  house  
tour,”  Boston  Globe,  Oct.  7,  1983,  29.  
674  Inter-­‐‑Office  Communication,  April  10,  1975,  from  Judy  McDonough,  Preservation  Planner,  to  
Robert  Kenney,  re  South  End  Historical  Society,  folder:  “SOUTH  END:  South  End  Historical  
Society,”  Box  19  (“BLC  NR  &  Other  Research,  Roslindale,  South  Boston,  South  End”),  records  of  
the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.  
675  Newsletter,  Oct.  1976,  of  the  South  End  Historical  Society,  folder:  “SOUTH  END:  South  End  
Historical  Society,”  Box  19  (“BLC  NR  &  Other  Research,  Roslindale,  South  Boston,  South  End”),  
records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.  
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In  1975,  Governor  Michael  Dukakis  signed  legislation  to  create  a  statutory  
Boston  Landmarks  Commission  –  one  empowered  to  designate  and  protect  
historic  buildings  and  districts.    By  the  following  June  of  the  bicentennial  year  of  
1976,  the  City  Council  approved  Mayor  White’s  appointees  to  the  new  nine-­‐‑
member  board,  which  included  three  members  from  the  South  End:  Martha  
Rothman,  Henry  Wood,  and  Pauline  Chase  Harrell.    By  fall,  the  South  End  
Historical  Society  reported,  
The  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  will  soon  accept  petitions  for  the  
Historic  District  designations.    If  the  South  End  is  to  benefit,  we  need  a  
committee  to  plan  strategy,  present  the  petition,  and  to  work  with  the  
Commission  in  preparing  the  study.  .  .  Those  interested  in  creating  an  
Historic  District  should  get  in  touch  with  Jim  Alexander  [president  of  the  
Historical  Society].  
  
By  this  time,  Marcia  Myers  was  the  first  vice  president  of  the  organization  and  
Pauline  Harrell  was  a  director.676  
During  the  1970s,  a  proposal  to  expand  the  community-­‐‑based  housing  
project  Villa  Victoria  brought  affordable  housing  and  historic  preservation  into  
conflict.    By  1979,  the  organization  that  had  successfully  won  the  right  to  develop  
Parcel  19,  Inquilinos  Boricuas  en  Accion  (IBA),  managed  a  complex  of  489  rental  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
676  At  this  time,  James  G.  Alexander  lived  at  16  Gray  Street,  Marcia  Myers  was  listed  at  163  
Marlborough  St.  (in  the  Back  Bay),  and  Pauline  Harrell  continued  to  live  at  15  Concord  Square.    
Newsletter,  Oct.  1976,  of  the  South  End  Historical  Society,  folder:  “SOUTH  END:  South  End  
Historical  Society,”  Box  19  (“BLC  NR  &  Other  Research,  Roslindale,  South  Boston,  South  End”),  
records  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.  
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units  bounded  roughly  by  Tremont,  Upton,  Washington,  and  West  Newton  
Streets.    A  planned  additional  phase,  Viviendas  La  Victoria  II,  would  add  207  
more  units,  with  rents  subsidized  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  
Development  (HUD).    But  fifteen  buildings  needed  to  be  razed,  eight  of  which  
were  located  in  the  South  End  National  Register  Historic  District.    A  group  of  
South  End  property  owners  with  varying  agendas  sued  to  stop  the  demolitions.    
Preservationists  cited  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  requiring  
federal  agencies  (like  HUD)  to  take  historic  resources  into  account  in  their  
undertakings,  while  some  African  Americans  referred  to  HUD  guidelines  setting  
limits  on  the  concentration  of  low-­‐‑income  families  in  any  particular  area.    During  
the  spring  of  1979,  a  federal  judge  sided  with  the  neighbors,  blocking  the  BRA  
from  further  action  pending  further  study  and  review.677    The  next  year,  
however,  IBA  received  permission  to  proceed  with  the  development,  though  
only  160  units  would  be  constructed  in  new  buildings,  while  31  would  use  
existing  housing  stock.678  
During  the  spring  of  1977,  after  eight  years  of  preparation,  a  group  of  
neighborhood  residents,  led  by  lawyer  Thomas  Philip  Degnon,  petitioned  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
677  Bay  State  Banner,  “First  round  in  a  long  fight,”  April  5,  1979,  4.  
678  Anthony  J.  Yudis,  “3  South  End  projects  OK’d,”  Boston  Globe,  Aug.  1,  1980,  1.  
	  	  
324 
Landmarks  Commission  for  historical  designation.679    Under  the  terms  of  the  
1975  act  that  created  the  BLC,  activists  sought  to  have  the  residential  area  of  the  
South  End  named  a  Landmark  District680  and  the  transitional  area  of  Harrison  
Avenue  and  Albany  Street  designated  a  Protection  Area.  The  proposed  area  to  be  
designated  was  by  far  the  largest  that  the  young  Commission  had  considered.    In  
July,  the  Landmarks  Commission  concurred  with  the  designation  idea,  though  it  
would  take  awhile  to  get  under  way.      
Marcia  Myers,  by  now  staff  to  the  BLC,  contacted  Degnon,  to  solicit  names  
of  people  who  might  be  interested  in  serving  on  a  study  committee  to  investigate  
the  matter  further.681    By  September,  he  replied,  suggesting  Clark  Frazier,  Jim  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
679  Petitioners  included  Degnon  and  his  wife  Jean  (31  Worcester  St.),  Forence  Williams  (121  St.  
[sic]  Concord  St.),  Alexander  Cassy  (468  Shawmut  Ave.),  Guillauem  Aerten  [?]  (175  W.  Brookline  
St.),  Thomas  J.  Higgins  (147  W.  Concord  St.),  Donald  Kerr  (96  W.  Concord  St.),  and  Anderson  and  
Gloria  Rogers  (2B  Emerald  Ct.).    A  tenth  name  is  illegible.    Copy  of  petition,  signed  between  May  
22  &  25,  1977,  folder:  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records,  South  
End.    On  Degnon,  see  Anne  Kirschheimer,  “South  End  housing:  Haves  vs.  have-­‐‑nots,  Round  2,”  
Boston  Globe,  July  27,  1976.  
680  “.  .  .  being  the  area  roughly  bounded  by:  Albany  Street  on  the  southeast;  Northampton  Street  
on  the  Southwest;  Railroad  tracks  on  the  northwest;  and,  Mass.  Turnpike  Extension  on  the  
northeast.”    Copy  of  petition,  signed  between  May  22  &  25,  1977,  folder:  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  box  
33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records,  South  End.  
681  The  role  of  Marcia  Myers,  already  notable  throughout  the  narrative  of  historic  preservation  
planning  in  Boston  during  this  era,  is  particularly  so  regarding  the  South  End,  where  she  was  
active  in  pushing  for  designation  as  an  officer  of  the  South  End  Historical  Society,  while  also  
working  for  the  Landmarks  Commission.    Letter,  July  18,  1977,  from  Marcia  Myers,  Executive  
Director,  BLC,  to  Thomas  Philip  Degnon,  31  Worcester  St.,  folder:  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  box  33  
(“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records,  South  End.  
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Alexander  (“for  the  South  End  Historical  Society”),  and  himself,  among  others.682  
Additionally,  the  Landmarks  Commission  was  entitled  to  five  seats  on  the  study  
committee,  and  Myers  proposed  architects  Henry  Wood  and  Martha  Rothman,  
architectural  historian  Peggy  Smith,  and  BLC  chair  Polly  Harrell.683    Soon,  Susan  
Davis,  also  a  member  of  the  Commission,  agreed  to  serve  on  the  study  
committee.    Through  this  process,  the  BLC  made  an  effort  to  include  “minorities  
and  women.”684    By  late  November,  the  list  of  citizens  had  grown  to  include  
Dorothy  Clarke,  African-­‐‑American  artist  Allan  R.  Crite685  and  Fernando  
Dominech  (as  regular  members)  and  Robert  Bennett,  Charles  F.  Gandy,  the  Rev.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
682  He  also  suggested  Herb  Zeller,  Betty  Gibson,  and  Anderson  Rogers,  although  they  were  not  
ultimately  selected.    Clark  Frazier,  of  532  Massachusetts  Avenue,  had  been  appointed  in  1971  to  
serve  on  the  South  End  Project  Area  Committee,  a  board  which  had  “veto  power  over  projects  
planned  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority.”    “37  named  to  South  End  project  body,”  July  
Boston  Globe,  1,  1971,  36.  
683  Memo,  Sept.  9,  1977,  from  Marcia  Myers,  to  “Interested  Persons”  re  “Study  Committee  for  the  
South  End,”  folder:  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records,  South  
End.    By  1977,  Peggy  Smith  had  defended  her  dissertation  and  was  teaching  at  Boston  University,  
where  she  helped  found  the  Preservation  Studies  Program.  
684  BLC  minutes,  Nov.  8,  1977,  folder:  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  
records,  South  End.  
685  Allan  R.  Crite  was  born  in  North  Plainfield,  New  Jersey,  in  1910,  though  he  lived  for  virtually  
his  whole  life  in  Boston.    He  graduated  from  the  School  of  the  Museum  of  Fine  Arts,  Boston,  in  
1936.    Two  years  later,  he  completed  a  bachelor’s  degree  at  Harvard.    His  work  was  acquired  by  
the  Addison  Gallery  of  American  Art,  the  Museum  of  Fine  Arts,  the  Boston  Athenaeum,  the  Art  
Institute  of  Chicago,  the  Fogg  Art  Museum,  the  Museum  of  Modern  Art,  and  the  National  
Collection  of  Fine  Arts.    In  1979,  Suffolk  University  presented  him  with  an  honorary  Ph.D.    
“Allan  Rohan  Crite,  Selected  Works,  1931-­‐‑1981,”  School  One  Gallery,  Providence,  RI,  Oct.  3-­‐‑31,  
1981,  envelope:  “South  End  Litho  Prints,”  folder:  “Allan  Crite  Lithographs,”  Box  19,  BLC  records.    
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Clyde  Miller,  and  Betty  Ford  Nolan  (as  alternates).686    Three  days  before  
Christmas,  Landmarks  Commission  Chair  Pauline  Chase-­‐‑Harrell  wrote  to  Mayor  
Kevin  White,  requesting  that  these  names  be  appointed  to  the  South  End  study  
committee.    She  acknowledged  that  “The  Commission  has  .  .  .  worked  closely  
with  the  South  End  Little  City  Hall  in  arriving  at”  the  final  list.687    The  following  
month,  Mayor  White  wrote  to  the  City  Council,  recommending  confirmation  of  
the  appointments.688    Shortly  thereafter,  the  South  End  Historical  Society  
followed  up  with  a  resolution  and  a  letter  in  support  of  the  measure.689  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
686  BLC  minutes,  Nov.  22,  1977,  folder:  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  
records,  South  End.    The  African  American  public  education  watchdog  Wendy  Puriefoy  was  also  
on  the  list  at  this  time,  although  she  was  not  ultimately  appointed.  She  was  active  in  the  effort  to  
desegregate  Boston  public  schools.    “She  received  her  master'ʹs  degree  in  history  from  Boston  
University  in  1972,  majoring  in  Afro-­‐‑American  studies,  American  studies  and  American  colonial  
history  -­‐‑  museums  and  historic  preservation.  Puriefoy  completed  her  coursework  for  a  Ph.D.  at  
Boston  University  on  a  Martin  Luther  King  Scholarship.”    On  Puriefoy,  see  Hobart  and  William  
Smith  Colleges,  President’s  Medal,  Wendy  Puriefoy  ’71  
(http://www.hws.edu/about/presidentsmedal/puriefoy.aspx,  accessed  Nov.  14,  2015).    Joseph  
Molina  was  also  under  consideration  at  this  time,  although  he,  too,  was  not  among  the  final  
appointments.  
687  Letter,  Dec.  22,  1977,  from  Pauline  Chase  Harrell  to  Mayor  White,  folder:  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  
box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records,  South  End.    At  this  time,  the  list  includes  twelve  
names.    Six  are  slated  to  be  regular  members:  James  Alexander  (16  Gray  St.),  Dorothy  Clarke  (18  
Hanson  St.),  Fernando  Dominech  (145  W.  Canton  St.),  Allan  R.  Crite  (410  Columbus  Ave.),  
Wendy  Puriefoy  (192  W.  Brookline  St.),  and  Clark  Frazier  (29  Union  Park).    The  six  intended  
alternates  are:  Robert  Bennett  (161  Warren  Ave.),  Charles  F.  Gandy  (50  E.  Springfield  St.),  Philip  
Degnon  (31  Worcester  St.),  Joseph  Molina  (95  Appleton  St.),  Rev.  Clyde  Miller  (63  Chandler  St.),  
and  Betty  Ford  Nolan  (515  Mass.  Ave.).  
688  Memo,  Jan.  13,  1978,  from  Mayor  White  to  City  Council,  folder:  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  box  33  
(“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records,  South  End.  
689  Resolution,  Jan.  17,  1978,  of  the  South  End  Historical  Society;  letter,  Jan.  22,  1978,  from  Susan  
Park,  First  Vice-­‐‑President,  and  Herbert  Zeller,  Preservation  Director,  South  End  Historical  Society,  
folder:  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records,  South  End.  
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Amidst  all  this,  as  if  marking  a  sea  change  in  public  policy  toward  the  
South  End,  a  story  soon  ran  in  a  local  paper,  noting  that  the  South  End  urban  
renewal  project  was  coming  to  a  close.    “[U]rban  renewal  .  .  .  never  worked  out  
as  well  as  liberals  hoped  it  would,”  the  author  noted,  and  “the  Federal  
Government  got  out  of  the  urban  renewal  business  in  1974  when  revenue  
sharing  block  grants  replaced  categorical  grants  like  urban  renewal.”690  
But  even  though  the  old  order  of  urban  development  seemed  to  be  
disappearing,  whatever  would  take  its  place  was  still  being  worked  out.    In  the  
South  End,  the  appointment  of  the  study  committee  took  time.    One  of  the  City  
Councilors,  Rosemarie  E.  Sansone,  met  with  Pauline  Chase-­‐‑Harrell  and  Marcia  
Myers,  subsequently  expressing  curiosity  “as  to  the  background  and  experience  
of  candidates  for  neighborhood  study  committees  of  the  Landmarks  
Commission.”    Myers  replied  with  a  careful  explanation  of  the  qualifications  of  
the  proposed  members,  noting  that  they  would  
reflect  the  diversity  within  the  South  End  Community.    For  this  
reason,  the  group  tried  to  select  people  varying  in  age,  sex,  race,  
geographic  area,  and  length  of  tenure  in  the  South  End  .  .  .    Most  
members  of  the  group  selected  could  be  called  “politically  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
690  Barbara  Brown,  “U.  S.  finally  phasing  out  S.  End  Urban  Renewal,”  The  Boston  Ledger,  Friday,  
March  17,  1978.  
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moderates”,  [sic]  though  they  can  speak  to  the  more  extreme  
elements  of  the  community.    Most,  but  not  all,  are  homeowners.691  
  
Other  notes  and  lists  show  that  Landmarks  Commission  staff  were  seeking  to  
balance  short  and  long-­‐‑term  residents,  owners  and  tenants,  women  and  men,  
liberals  and  conservatives,  older  and  younger  people,  and  Spanish  and  English  
speakers.    They  wanted  a  mix  of  different  races,  representing  different  
occupational  groups,  from  different  parts  of  the  South  End.692  
On  the  eve  of  a  public  hearing  of  the  City  Council’s  Housing  and  
Neighborhood  Development  Committee,  two  organizations  submitted  letters  in  
support  of  establishing  a  study  committee:  The  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association693  
and  the  Historic  Resources  Committee  of  the  Boston  Society  of  Architects.    The  
latter  noted  that  the  efforts  to  create  a  diverse  study  group  paid  off:    
The  names  proposed,  true  to  Boston’s  proud  heritage,  do  represent  a  cross  
section  of  the  South  End.    As  businesspersons,  artists,  historians  and  lay  
people  –  black,  white  and  Hispanic  –  they  comprise  a  truly  representative  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
691  Letter,  April  4,  1978,  from  Marcia  Myers,  Exec.  Dir.,  BLC,  to  Councillor  Rosemarie  E.  Sansone,  
folder:  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records,  South  End.    Sansone,  
a  resident  of  the  North  End,  won  a  seat  on  the  City  Council  in  1977.    Robert  Rosenthal,  “Kisses  for  
Rosemarie  Sansone,”  Boston  Globe,  Nov.  9,  1977,  14.  
692  Handwritten  list,  note,  and  packet  of  notes  (3  pp.),  all  undated,  folder:  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  box  
33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records,  South  End.  
693  Letter,  April  6,  1978,  from  Charles  R.  Levin,  President,  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association,  48  
Appleton  St.,  to  Raymond  Flynn,  folder:  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  




sampling  of  the  varied  backgrounds  for  which  the  South  End  is  so  well  
known.694  
  
While  in  committee  at  City  Hall,  the  proposal  for  the  study  committee  
provoked  a  discussion  of  what  the  boundaries  of  a  South  End  historic  district  
might  be.    Marcia  Myers  pointed  out  that  it  is  the  role  of  study  committee  to  
make  such  a  recommendation,  as  “[t]he  boundaries  are  not  established  at  the  
outset  of  the  study  but  evolve  out  of  it.”    She  also  modified  a  BRA  map  of  the  
South  End  Urban  Renewal  Area,  noting  both  the  boundaries  of  the  National  
Register  district  in  the  South  End  as  well  as  the  proposed  area  under  study  as  a  
local  district  (Figure  4.17).695  
By  May  1978,  as  the  proposal  seemed  to  be  languishing  in  City  Hall,  
Marcia  Myers  sought  to  stir  up  support.    She  wrote  a  letter  to  the  nominees  to  the  
study  committee,  asking  them  to  agitate  for  action.    “I’m  afraid  that  unless  the  
South  End  starts  to  show  some  interest  in  this  process,  it  will  never  get  
anywhere,”  she  wrote.696    Pauline  Chase-­‐‑Harrell,  in  a  separate  letter  to  the  
community,  made  a  similar  point.  “If  you  .  .  .  are  interested  in  securing  the  kind  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
694  Letter,  7  April  78,  from  Richard  L.  Mullin,  Chairman,  Historic  Resources  Committee,  Boston  
Society  of  Architects,  to  Councillor  Raymond  Flynn,  folder:  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  box  33  (“BLC  
Study  report  files”),  BLC  records,  South  End.  
695  Inter-­‐‑office  communication,  May  24,  1978,  from  Marcia  Myers  to  William  Holland,  folder  “SE  
Study  Comm.,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records,  South  End.  
696  Memo,  May  24,  1978,  from  Marcia  Myers  to  The  South  End  Study  Committee,  re  Confirmation  
of  the  Committee  by  City  Council,  folder:  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  
BLC  records,  South  End.  
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of  protection  a  Landmark  District  can  afford,  .  .  .  then  this  interest  is  going  to  
have  to  be  expressed  to  the  City  Council.”    Chase-­‐‑Harrell  went  on  to  say,  
“Without  expressions  of  community  interest,  the  process  may  not  get  beyond  
this  point.”697    South  End  resident  James  Hinckle  responded  to  these  appeals,  
writing  to  the  City  Council  to  confirm  the  mayor’s  appointees  to  the  study  
committee.698    These  and  other  actions  seem  to  have  dislodged  the  bureaucratic  
inertia  of  the  last  ten  months,  as  the  item  was  scheduled  for  another  public  
hearing  in  November.699  
At  length,  the  City  Council  endorsed  the  slate.    As  in  other  historic-­‐‑district  
efforts,  BRA  staff  Marcia  Myers  and  Judith  McDonough,  along  with  preservation  
architect  John  Harrell  from  the  BRA,  provided  technical  support.    The  committee  
began  its  work  in  1978  and  met  on  a  bimonthly  basis.    Additionally,  other  South  
End  residents  not  on  the  committee  participated  substantially  in  the  process.700  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
697  Form  letter,  June  7,  1978,  from  Pauline  Chase  Harrell,  to  interested  residents,  folder:  “SE  Study  
Comm.,”  box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records,  South  End.  
698  Letter,  June  22,  1978,  from  James  G.  Hinkle  Jr.,  79  Montgomery  St.,  Boston,  to  Mr.  Raymond  
Flynn,  Boston  City  Council  (on  letterhead  of  Betty  Gibson  Associates,  Inc.,  558  Tremont  St.,  
Boston),  folder:  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records,  South  End.  
699  Letter,  Oct.  30,  1978,  from  Marcia  Myers,  “Dear  South  End  Resident:”  folder:  “SE  Study  
Comm.,”  box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records,  South  End.  
700  Other  volunteers  assisting  the  work  of  the  study  committee  were  Carolyn  Gritter,  Ken  Gritter,  
Robert  Harkness,  Jeannette  Hajjar,  Arthur  Howe,  Raymond  F.  Liston,  Joe  Rosenbloom,  and  Eric  
Leibman.    Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  The  South  End  District  Study  Committee  Report  (Boston:  
Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  1983),  1-­‐‑4.    Wendy  Puriefoy  and  Joseph  Molina  are  not  named  
as  members  of  the  study  committee  by  this  time.  
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By  1980,  changes  to  the  architectural  character  of  the  South  End  were  
becoming  noticeable.    Especially  visible  –  and  talked  about  at  the  time  –  was  a  
proliferation  of  roof  decks  and  rooftop  additions.    Some  observers  blamed  
inflation,  suggesting  that  the  economic  climate  prompted  homeowners  to  
maximize  what  space  they  had.    Others  talked  of  crime  in  the  streets  that  caused  
owners  to  look  for  additional  space  that  was  safe  and  under  their  own  control.    
Yet  others  noted  that  Boston  had  no  more  buildable  land,  thus  leaving  vertical  
expansion  as  the  only  place  left  to  go.    Concerned  South  End  residents  took  
notice  of  other  neighborhoods  that  had  effective  historic  district  commissions  to  
review  proposed  changes.    Jim  Alexander,  an  architect  who  had  been  president  
of  the  South  End  Historical  Society,  criticized  some  of  the  cheaply  built  and  
obtrusive  rooftop  additions.    He  cited  someone  who  “put  up  an  extra  story  on  
Dwight  Street,  and  it’s  the  only  extra  story  on  a  row  of  thirty  houses,  so  it  sticks  
out  like  a  sore  thumb.    People  resent  being  told  what  to  do  with  their  property,  
but  we’re  all  in  this  together.”701    Similarly,  Susan  Park,  president  of  the  South  
End  Historical  Society  said,  “Having  21st  century  [sic]  construction  on  top  of  a  
Victorian  house  is  not  compatible,  historically.”    She  added,  “They’ve  been  
putting  up  1980s  plywood  or  textures  on  top  of  those  buildings  –  some  look  just  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
701  Liz  Horwitt,  “TOP:  For  the  green  thumbed  urbanite,  the  only  direction  is  up,”  Boston  Globe,  
June  22,  1980,  H12.  
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like  chicken  coops.”    Not  all  agreed.    One  Appleton  Street  homeowner,  who  
requested  anonymity  in  a  newspaper  story  about  the  issue  after  completing  a  
roof-­‐‑deck  of  his  own,  said,  “homes  aren’t  supposed  to  be  architecturally  perfect.    
They  are  made  to  live  in.”    He  added  that  some  of  the  neighbors  were  being  
“ridiculous  about  their  demands.”    In  an  attempt  to  do  something  about  this  
trend,  the  Historical  Society  sponsored  an  amendment  to  the  city’s  zoning  code,  
requiring  owners  seeking  to  make  exterior  changes  to  row  houses  having  one  or  
two  abutting  row  houses  of  the  same  height  to  apply  for  permission  from  the  
board  of  appeals  of  the  city  Building  Commission.    The  Historical  Society  also  
favored  creating  a  local  historic  district  with  a  regulatory  commission,  but  the  
increasing  numbers  of  rooftop  additions  prompted  the  organization  to  act  on  this  
issue  independently,  choosing  not  to  wait  until  the  historic  district  proposal  
made  its  way  through  all  of  the  required  procedural  channels.702    This  strategy  
proved  effective,  as  the  zoning  bylaw  became  law  two  years  before  the  South  
End  local  historic  district  finally  saw  designation.703  
Meanwhile  the  economic  changes  to  the  neighborhood  remained  an  
ongoing  issue.    By  the  end  of  1980,  members  of  the  South  End  Project  Area  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
702  Nancy  Cook,  “House-­‐‑style  conflict  in  South  End;  White  weighs  amendment  that  would  restrict  
rooftop  structures,”  Boston  Globe,  June  18,  1981,  1.  




Committee,  an  organization  formed  in  1969  in  the  face  of  urban  renewal,  called  a  
press  conference  to  allow  reporters  to  meet  face-­‐‑to-­‐‑face  with  low-­‐‑income  renters  
facing  eviction  and  displacement.    SEPAC  members  hoped  that  personal  contact  
between  victims  of  gentrification  and  those  in  a  position  to  ameliorate  their  
condition  –  political  leaders,  bankers,  realtors  –  would  help  effect  change.    The  
publicity  event  was  strategically  timed  to  coincide  with  the  South  End  Historical  
Society’s  annual  Christmas  house  tour,  although  reports  also  took  note  of  the  
effect  of  nearby  new  construction,  the  massive  Copley  Place  project.    Lending  a  
human  face  to  these  issues  was  a  72  year  old,  25  year  resident  of  the  South  End,  
Gladys  Rowlands,  who  was  losing  her  apartment  in  a  four-­‐‑story,  brick  building  
to  a  23  year  old  accountant-­‐‑landlord,  David  Sackrider,  who  had  recently  bought  
the  place  and  wanted  it,  in  her  words,  “for  himself  and  his  friends.”704    
Sackrider’s  attorney  retorted  that  his  client  had  provided  considerable  notice,  
allowing  many  months  –  possibly  a  year  by  the  time  legal  proceedings  concluded  
–  for  his  tenants  to  find  new  lodgings.    This  conflict  was  emblematic  of  a  larger  
pattern  of  distrust  and  contempt  that  sometimes  cropped  up  between  long-­‐‑term  
working-­‐‑class  residents  and  the  new  middle  class  of  young  professionals.    One  
rooming-­‐‑house  resident  on  Tremont  Street,  Estelle  Gibeau,  said  of  the  new  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
704  Fletcher  Roberts,  “Fear  of  displacement  widespread  in  S.  End,”  Boston  Globe,  Dec.  15,  1980,  21.  
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arrivals,  “They’re  hoity-­‐‑toity,  snooty.    Mustn’t  fraternize  with  the  lower  classes  .  .  
.  I  don’t  know  what  you  call  them.    They  just  don’t  care  about  the  neighborhood,  
though.”    On  the  other  hand,  an  interior  designer  who  rehabbed  a  Victorian  
townhouse  on  Appleton  Street,  kept  his  name  out  of  the  papers  after  an  earlier  
article  profiling  his  house  resulted  in  rocks  thrown  through  his  windows  and  
threatening  phone  calls.    He  dismissed  the  current  and  former  boarding  house  
residents  of  his  neighborhood  as  “derelict,  alcoholic  men,  waiters  in  tacky  
restaurants  and  bag  ladies.    They  don’t  really  live.    They  just  sort  of  come  
home.”705  
At  length,  the  study  committee  wrote  a  report  and  proposed  guidelines,  
which  they  made  available  to  the  neighborhood  and  which  became  the  basis  for  
a  public  discussion  concerning  designation.    The  committee  recognized  the  
neighborhood’s  important  surviving  examples  of  nineteenth-­‐‑century  row  
houses,  along  with  its  legacy  of  institutional  and  civic  architecture.    As  a  result,  
the  committee  recommended  creating  a  300-­‐‑acre  Landmark  District  bounded  
roughly  “by  the  Southwest  Corridor  right-­‐‑of-­‐‑way,  Tremont  Street,  East  Berkeley  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
705  Robert  Charm,  “A  city’s  changing  faces:  Gentrification  meets  mixed  reactions  in  Boston,”  
Boston  Globe,  June  11,  1981,  13.    The  same  article  also  profiled  a  young  couple  in  Dorchester,  who  
received  a  warmer  reception  from  existing  residents.    The  South  End,  it  seems,  was  a  site  of  




Street,  Washington  Street,  Harrison  Avenue,  and  Northampton/Camden  
Streets.”706    Additionally,  the  committee  recommended  creating  a  180-­‐‑acre  
Protection  Area  from  the  Landmark  District  to  the  Southeast  Expressway.    The  
committee  further  proposed  a  set  of  Standards  and  Criteria  to  guide  future  
development  in  each  of  these  proposed  areas.    Finally,  they  recommended  that  a  
commission  be  formed  to  review  proposed  changes  in  these  areas.    In  September  
1981,  the  Committee  invited  property  owners  and  neighborhood  residents  to  two  
public  hearings  to  solicit  comment.707    At  the  same  time,  the  Committee  
developed  a  slide  show  with  written  text,  which  advocates  presented  to  
community  groups.708      
By  the  fall  of  1983,  the  Boston  Globe  ran  a  sympathetic  editorial  on  the  
creation  of  a  local  historic  district  in  the  South  End:  
The  South  End  faces  increased  development  pressures  in  the  years  
ahead  as  Copley  Place  is  completed  and  Huntington  avenue  spins  
off  new  commercial  and  residential  growth.  Landmark  district  
status  would  afford  the  South  End  community  more  control  over  
its  own  future.  Designation  should  be  considered  on  the  merits,  
discussed  and  debated  in  the  weeks  before  the  public  hearing  and  
the  Landmarks  Commission  vote.709  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
706  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  The  South  End  District  Study  Committee  Report  (Boston:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission,  1983),  1.    
707  Ibid.,  1-­‐‑4.  
708  Inter-­‐‑office  communication,  Sept.  29,  1981,  from  Judy  McDonough,  to  South  End  Landmark  
Committee  Study  Committee,  folder:  “South  End  Study  Committee:  Public  Hrg  +  Marketing  the  
Results,”  Box  33,  BLC  records.  




The  effort  to  designate  the  South  End  a  local  historic  district  came  to  a  head  on  
November  1,  at  a  public  hearing  of  the  Landmarks  Commission  held  at  a  school  
in  the  neighborhood.710    Dozens  of  speakers  lined  up  to  present  testimony  over  
the  course  of  three  hours.711    Sign-­‐‑in  sheets  from  the  meeting  listed  38  people  in  
support  of  creating  the  district  and  six  opposed.712      
In  the  days  and  weeks  immediately  following  this  meeting,  people  on  all  
sides  of  the  question  wrote  to  the  Landmarks  Commission.    Some  had  attended  
the  meeting  and  wanted  to  clarify  their  points;  others  were  not  able  to  attend  and  
simply  wanted  to  state  their  position  now.    Some  expressed  outright  opposition,  
but  most  were  ambivalent,  dwelling  on  two  broad  areas  of  concern  –  first  that  
various  redevelopment  projects  already  in  the  planning  stages  not  be  negatively  
impacted  by  any  designation,  and  secondly  that  in  the  event  of  designation,  
accommodations  be  made  to  take  into  account  the  financial  difficulties  that  some  
might  experience  under  the  new  regulations.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
710  Press  release,  Nov.  1,  1983,  re  public  hearing  tonight  at  Mackey  School,  90  Warren  Ave.,  folder:  
“South  End  Study  Committee:  Public  Hrg  +  Marketing  the  Results,”  Box  33,  BLC  records.  
711  Handwritten  lists  of  names,  bracketed  by  timeslot,  folder:  “South  End  Study  Committee:  
Public  Hrg  +  Marketing  the  Results,”  Box  33,  BLC  records.  
712  Sign-­‐‑up  sheets  for  hearing,  Nov.  1,  1983,  folder:  “South  End  Study  Committee:  Public  Hrg  +  
Marketing  the  Results,”  Box  33,  BLC  records.  
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The  opponents  cited  numerous  objections.    John  McEachern,  a  life-­‐‑long  
South  End  resident,  who  went  to  school  in  the  neighborhood  torn  down  to  build  
the  Castle  Square  housing  project,  opposed  both  the  use  of  eminent  domain  for  
urban  renewal  and  historic  districting  for  preservation  –  even  with  exemptions  
for  those  in  need:    “I  object  to  the  situation  were  [sic]  a  low  or  moderate  income  
property  owner  may  be  forced  to  come  ‘hat  in  hand’  to  the  Landmarks  
Commission  seeking  relief  for  compliance  repairs;  repairs  they  may  have  been  
able  to  handle  if  left  alone.”713  
Alison  Barnett  of  49  E.  Springfield  St.,  “a  homeowner/landlord  at  that  
address  since  1971,”  was  also  opposed.    She  wondered  whether  the  proposed  
guidelines  were  actually  guidelines  –  or  rules.    She  then  went  on  to  frame  the  
question:  
[Q]uality  of  life  is  the  issue  for  me.    I  am  more  concerned  about  
preserving  the  diversity  of  people,  their  lifestyles  and  their  
individual  tastes,  and  the  integrity  of  the  community,  than  I  am  
about  preserving  the  integrity  of  the  architecture,  particularly  the  
‘facades’  of  the  houses.    Until  it  can  be  proved  to  me  that  the  two  
are  not  mutually  exclusive,  I  will  be  very  suspect  of  the  motives  of  
historic  preservation  movements.  
  
While  some  may  think  of  preservation  and  quality  of  life  as  complementary,  for  
Barnett  they  were  opposed  to  each  other.    She  also  made  a  plea  to  recognize  more  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
713  Handwritten  letter,  Nov.  1,  1983,  from  John  J.  McEachern,  2  St.  Charles  St.,  to  Miss  Myers,  
folder  “SE  support  letters,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records.  
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recent  history  in  the  South  End  than  simply  the  “‘high’  Victorian.”    Moreover,  
she  scorned  the  mentality  of  “keeping  up  with  the  Joneses”  that  seemed  to  her  
inherent  with  creating  a  neighborhood  review  board  that  would  proclaim,  “‘Our  
taste  is  superior  and  correct;  yours  is  not  valid.’”    She  concluded,  “The  South  End  
is  not  the  Back  Bay  or  Beacon  Hill.    The  South  End  is  not  an  easy  place  to  
understand,  and  one  of  my  worst  fears  about  landmarks  designation  is  that  the  
review  process  might  be  handled  in  a  very  high-­‐‑handed  fashion.”714  
Helaine  A.  Simmonds,  also  49  East  Springfield  St.,  wrote  to  oppose  the  
historic  designation,  too.    She  noticed  that  many  of  the  proponents  “have  already  
finished  the  rehabilitation  or  repair  of  their  houses.    How  many  of  these  would  
pass  muster  under  the  guidelines[?]”    She  also  observed  at  the  public  hearing  
the  South  End  Historical  Society  and  other  like-­‐‑minded  groups  had  
solicited  speakers  and  support  for  their  position.    They  certainly  
have  a  right  to  do  so  but  .  .  .  you  were  witnessing  .  .  .  a  stacked  
deck,  a  well  organized  attempt  by  a  small  but  vocal  minority  of  
special  interests  to  dictate  standards  for  the  majority  of  the  
community,  a  community  that  has  many  low  income,  less  vocal,  
unorganized,  and  unpowerful  members.715  
  
Finally,  another  resident,  Sandra  Kay  Gibbs,  opposed  the  designation  proposal  
since  it  would  “intrude  into  the  rights  of  property  owners  in  the  neighborhood”  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
714  “Statement,”  Nov.  2,  1983,  from  Alison  Barnet,  49  E.  Springfield  St.,  folder  “SE  support  letters,”  
Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records.  
715  Hand-­‐‑written  letter,  Nov.  3,  1983,  from  Helaine  A.  Simmonds,  49  East  Springfield  St.,  to  BLC,  
folder  “SE  support  letters,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records.  
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and  would  increase  “costs  which  would  inevitably  be  passed  along  to  tenants.”    
She  also  expressed  concern  that  “standards  could  be  used  to  foster  outright  
opposition”  to  “low  and  moderate  income  housing,  including  public  housing.”    
Instead,  she  advocated  “other  ways  to  preserve  the  architectural  integrity  of  the  
neighborhood”  such  as  “[p]owers  of  persuasion  and  neighborly  cooperation,  
accompanied  by  a  proposed  set  of  guidelines  which  are  not  requirements  .  .  .”    
For  her,  the  example  of  historical  designation  elsewhere  in  “Beacon  Hill,  the  Back  
Bay  and  Bay  Village  .  .  .  speaks  for  itself,”  since  those  areas  have  “little  or  no  low  
or  moderate  income  housing.”716  
Among  those  ambivalent  about  the  designation  proposal,  some  defended  
redevelopment  projects  already  in  the  planning  stages,  while  others  expressed  
concern  about  making  exemptions  for  financial  hardship.    In  the  former  group  
was  Robert  Walsh,  speaking  on  behalf  hospitals  and  businesses  interested  in  
redeveloping  a  lot  on  Albany  Street  known  as  Parcel  46B.    He  voiced  unease  
about  the  proposed  protection  area,  arguing  for  consistency  between  design  
standards  for  urban  renewal  and  those  for  the  protection  area,  so  that  there  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
716  Letter,  Nov.  7,  1983,  from  Sandra  Kay  Gibbs,  61  Rutland  St.,  to  Marcia  Myers,  Executive  
Director,  BLC,  folder  “SE  support  letters,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records.  
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would  be  “predictability  [in]  the  public  approval  process.”717    Similarly,  Kenneth  
Himmel,  representing  the  Urban  Investment  and  Development  Company  (the  
builder  of  Copley  Place  near  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  examined  earlier)  said  his  
company  also  owned  Parcel  11,  the  3-­‐‑1/2  acre  lot  on  Dartmouth  Street,  more  
popularly  known  as  the  Tent  City  site,  after  the  1968  protest  where  activists  
objected  to  the  lack  of  affordable  housing.    This  lot  was  within  the  boundaries  of  
the  proposed  local  historic  district  but  not  part  of  the  National  Register  district.    
Himmel  asked  that  the  proposed  boundaries  of  the  local  district  be  redrawn  to  
exclude  Parcel  11.718    And  Royal  Cloyd,  president  of  the  Boston  Center  for  the  
Arts,  which  was  redeveloping  Parcel  8  on  Tremont  Street  leased  from  the  
Redevelopment  Authority,  asserted  that  “parts  of  the  Art  Center  .  .  .  not  
including  the  Cyclorama  should  be  exempt  from  designation  or  at  least  it  should  
be  remembered  that  .  .  .  any  building    which  may  be  proposed  on  the  vacant  land  
.  .  .  should  be  a  ‘landmark’  of  the  future  representing  this  Century.”719    Finally,  
Robert  J.  Ryan,  head  of  the  Redevelopment  Authority,  itemized  large,  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
717  Letter,  Nov.  1,  1983,  Robert  F.  Walsh,  100  E.  Concord  St.,  to  Pauline  Chase  Harrell,  writing  on  
behalf  of  South  End  Technology  Square  Associates,  folder  “SE  support  letters,”  Box  33  (“BLC  
Study  report  files”),  BLC  records.  
718  Letter,  Nov.  1,  1983,  from  Kenneth  A.  Himmel,  Senior  Vice  President  and  Project  Manager,  
Urban  Investment  and  Development  Co.,  to  BLC,  re  South  End  Landmark  District,  folder  “SE  
support  letters,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records.  
719  Letter  [stamped  received  Nov.  8,  1983],  from  Royal  Cloyd,  President,  Boston  Center  for  the  




freestanding  BRA  projects  that  were  not  part  of  existing  blocks  of  buildings  
(including  Parcel  46B,  11,  and  Parcel  8),  which  “have  Plan  controls  in  conflict  
with  the  proposed  standards  for  new  construction.”720      
Other  letter-­‐‑writers  worried  about  the  financial  impact  of  designation  on  
low-­‐‑income  residents.    Frieda  Garcia  of  the  United  South  End  Settlements  
acknowledged  the  “rapid  displacement  of  lower-­‐‑income  homeowners  of  the  
South  End”  and  raised  concern  about  “financial  hardship  for  less  affluent  
homeowners,”  noting  that  complying  “could  prove  to  be  very  expensive  for  the  
homeowner.”    Consequently,  she  recommended  that  any  new  historic-­‐‑district  
commission  “must  include  one  member  who  is  identified  as  representing  the  
interests  of  lower-­‐‑income  South  End  residents.”    Additionally,  Garcia  said  that  
there  should  be  a  “clearcut  system  of  waivers  and/or  exemptions”  for  those  who  
simply  cannot  afford  to  comply  with  any  new  controls.    And  furthermore,  she  
wrote,  preservation  standards  should  not  be  applied  in  ways  that  exclude  
affordable  housing  developments,  like  that  planned  for  the  Tent  City  site.721    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
720  Letter,  Nov.  1,  from  Robert  J.  Ryan,  Director,  BRA,  to  Pauline  Chase  Harrell,  Chairman,  BLC,  
folder  “SE  support  letters,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records.  
721  Written  statement,  Nov.  1,  1983,  by  Frieda  Garcia,  Executive  Director,  United  South  End  




Jorge  N.  Hernandez,  head  of  Inquilinos  Boricuas  en  Accion,  the  developer  of  
Villa  Victoria,  expressed  similar  concerns.    He  noted  that  some  people  who    
have  long  been  opposed  to  the  development  of  low  and  moderate  income  
housing  and  the  prevention  of  displacement  of  minorities  .  .  .  have  used  
the  historic  preservation  and  environmental  protection  processes  to  
oppose  the  development  of  Villa  Victoria  and  other  affordable  housing  
developments  in  the  South  End.  
  
Consequently,  he  argued,  “Designation  should  not  be  a  vehicle  to  obstruct,  
harass  or  slow  down  efforts  to  build  or  rehabilitate  low  and  moderate  income  
housing.”    Additionally,  the  historic  district  commission  “should  guarantee  
representation  to  low  and  moderate  income  renters.”    And  “[p]ublic  housing  
rehabilitation  at  Cathedral  as  well  as  the  Tent  City  project  should  be  exempt  from  
the  Landmark  District  Commission  guidelines  to  ensure  that  these  needed  and  
financially  tight  developments  can  move  ahead  to  completion.”722  
Still  others  wrote  in  support  of  the  designation,  with  specific  points  
emphasized.    Seventy-­‐‑two-­‐‑year-­‐‑old  Olga  Remick  Ulchak,  a  South  Ender  living  in  
a  house  that  had  been  in  her  family  for  65  years,  recounted,  “When  Urban  
Renewal  appeared  on  the  horizon,  we  gladly  endorsed  the  program,  believing  it  
would  help  further  our  cause.    Instead,  we  had  to  struggle  for  survival  against  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
722  Letter,  Nov.  4,  1983,  from  Jorge  N.  Hernandez,  Executive  Director,  Inquilinos  Boricuas  en  
Accion  (IBA),  to  Marcia  Myers,  BLC,  folder  “SE  support  letters,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  
files”),  BLC  records.  
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their  proposal  to  demolish  our  own  neighborhood.”    Now  it  is  time  for  “certain  
controls  and  guidelines  to  insure  the  protection  and  preservation  of  the  character  
of  this  residential  area  and  the  quality  of  life  for  the  residents  therein.”  
Furthermore,  she  said  there  should  be  “no  exceptions  .  .  .  allowed  for  the  BRA  or  
other  power  groups  that  would  not  be  allowed  for  individual  homeowners  of  
this  area.    Since  the  BRA  is  an  outgrowth  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Program,  it  
should  be  subject  to  the  same  guidelines  and  principles  as  the  homeowners  .  .  
.”723  Another  resident,  Henry  E.  Haley,  echoed  this  concern,  stating  that  Tent  City  
should  not  be  exempt  from  the  district:  “Tent  City  should  essentially  be  built  
with  great  attention  to  the  requirements  of  new  construction  articulated  in  the  
study  report.    To  give  Tent  City  special  treatment  now  does  not  seem  to  be  in  the  
best  interests  of  the  neighborhood  or  what  Landmark  designation  is  trying  to  
achieve.”724  
In  an  effort  to  resolve  at  least  some  of  the  outstanding  issues,  BLC  staff  
and  members  of  the  study  committee  met  with  BRA  staff  on  November  8.    At  
that  time,  it  was  suggested  that  the  study  report  be  amended  to  include  language  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
723  Letter,  Nov.  3,  1983,  from  Olga  Remick  Ulchak,  19  Bradford  St.,  to  Marcia  Myers,  Executive  
Director,  BLC,  folder  “SE  support  letters,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records.  
724  Letter,  Nov.  7,  1983,  from  Henry  E.  Haley,  to  Marcia  Myers,  Executive  Director,  BLC,  folder  
“SE  support  letters,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records.  
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exempting  large  urban  renewal  parcels  from  proposed  historic-­‐‑district  
regulations.    Additionally,    
[t]he  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  will  enter  into  a  Cooperation  [sic]  
Agreement  with  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  setting  out  the  
definitive  process  for  directly  involving  the  Commission  in  establishing  
design  criteria  for  these  parcels.    This  process  would  include  the  
Commission’s  constant  participation  in  the  development  of  urban  renewal  
design  guidelines  and  ongoing  design  review  process.    
    
Furthermore,  it  was  agreed  “the  Landmark  guidelines  would  be  the  point  of  
reference  in  developing  any  design  guidelines  for  BRA  exempt  Parcels.”725  
On  November  14,  the  Landmarks  Commission  voted  to  designate  the  
South  End  Landmark  District  and  the  South  End  Protection  Area.    Two  days  
later,  the  Mayor  also  approved  the  proposal.    On  December  12,  the  City  Council’s  
Committee  on  Planning,  Development  and  Housing  held  a  public  hearing  on  the  
matter.    At  that  meeting,  some  citizens  again  expressed  concerns  about  what  
effects  historic  designation  would  have  on  long-­‐‑term,  low-­‐‑income  residents,  
especially  the  elderly.    Frieda  Garcia  of  the  United  South  End  Settlements,  
provided  a  detailed  explication:  The  “community  we  work  to  preserve”  is  
racially  and  ethnically  diverse,  and  buildings  should  be  flexible  and  adaptable.  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
725  The  exempt  parcels  were  Parcel  II,  Parcel  9E-­‐‑D,  Parcel  54,  Parcel  46B[,]  Parcel  8,  Parcel  RE-­‐‑7,  
Parcel  RC-­‐‑9,  Parcel  R-­‐‑10,  Parcel  32C,  Parcel  31,  Parcel  54,  Parcel  RI-­‐‑2B,  Parcel  30,  Parcel  12A,  12B[,]  
33B,  Parcel  P-­‐‑6A/RC-­‐‑6,  Parcel  PB-­‐‑3A,  Parcel  29A,  Parcel  4,  and  Parcel  R-­‐‑11.    Letter,  Nov.  8,  1983,  
from  Robert  J.  Ryan,  Director,  BRA,  to  Pauline  Chase  Harrell,  BLC,  folder  “SE  support  letters,”  
Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records.  
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“[W]e  are  threatening  that  diversity”  without  “additional  consideration  for  those  
at  the  lower  end  of  the  economic  scale.”    The  proposed  “controls  will  result  in  the  
displacement  of  the  neighborhood’s  lower  income  and  especially  lower  income  
elderly  homeowners”  due  to  their  “inability  to  pay  for  the  type  of  exterior  repairs  
which  would  be  mandated  under  Landmark  designation”  and  due  to  their  
“[i]ncreasing  deferred  maintenance  on  their  homes  because  of  their  reluctance  to  
comply  with  a  bureaucratic  process  which  labels  them  ‘hardship’  cases  or  gives  
them  the  ‘permission’  to  undertake  needed  repairs.”    Garcia  also  voiced  concern  
for  “the  displacement  of  lower  income  renters,  who  live  in  the  buildings  owned  
and  occupied  by  these  long  term  owners,  either  by  their  inability  to  pay  
increased  rents  as  higher  repair  costs  are  passed  on  to  them,  or  by  the  very  fact  of  
the  owners’  displacement.”    And  she  also  stated  “the  restrictions  and  guidelines  
for  new  construction  will  make  it  more  expensive  and  time  consuming  to  build  
low  income  housing  in  the  area.”    Consequently,  she  made  four  
recommendations:  
1.  That  long  term,  lower  income  and  elderly  homeowners  be  
exempted  from  the  criteria  and  standards  of  design  as  stipulated  in  
the  Study  Report;  
2.  That  clear,  concise  and  uniform  criteria  be  developed  (with  the  
participation  of  those  to  be  affected)  to  define  economic  hardship;  
3.  That  the  City  Council  earmark  moneys  to  the  Landmark  
Commission  to  provide  technical  and  financial  assistance  to  help  
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owners  of  lesser  economic  means  to  comply  with  the  design  criteria  
and  the  South  End  District  Commission’s  review  process;  and,  
4.  That  Landmark  designation  not  be  used  as  a  vehicle  to  obstruct,  
harass  or  slow  down  efforts  to  build  or  rehabilitate  low  and  
moderate  income  housing  in  the  South  End.  
  
She  even  drafted  language  to  amend  specific  parts  of  the  study  report.726    At  the  
meeting,  Councilor  Bruce  Bolling  asked  that  these  concerns  be  addressed.      
The  next  day,  Landmarks  Commission  staff  and  members  of  the  study  
committee  began  drafting  a  memorandum  of  understanding  to  take  into  account  
these  objections.    Ultimately,  it  was  decided:  
Resident  homeowners  who  meet  the  criteria  of  economic  hardship  
to  be  defined  in  the  Landmark  District’s  by  laws  will  be  entitled  to  
a  Certificate  of  Exemption  from  the  Landmark  District  
Commission,  financial  assistance,  or  some  other  form  of  relief  from  
any  economic  burden  which  might  result  from  adherence  to  the  
design  standards  for  the  area.    The  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  
along  with  the  South  End  Study  Committee  will  hold  a  series  of  
open  community  meetings  to  establish  the  Landmarks  District’s  by  
laws  and  the  definition  of  hardship  as  it  applies  to  low  income  
South  End  residents.727  
  
On  December  14,  1983,  the  full  City  Council  voted  to  support  the  measure,  
and  the  South  End  Landmark  District  and  Protection  Area  became  law  (figure  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
726  Typewritten  testimony,  Dec.  12,  1983,  of  Frieda  Garcia,  Exec.  Dir.,  United  South  End  
Settlements  at  Boston  City  Council,  Committee  on  Planning,  Development  and  Housing:  Hearing  
on  Docket  No.  1358  –  Designation  of  the  South  End  Landmark  District  and  the  South  End  
Harrison  Avenue/Albany  Street  Protection  Area  as  a  Landmark,  folder:  “SE  –  Final  Resol.,”  Box  
33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  BLC  records.  
727  Press  release,  Dec.  14,  1983,  from  Judith  B.  McDonough,  BLC,  folder:  “South  End  Study  
Committee:  Public  Hrg  +  Marketing  the  Results,”  Box  33,  BLC  records.  
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4.18).728    A  process  begun  in  1969  had  reached  its  conclusion.    The  time  elapsed  
alone  would  make  the  effort  notable;  but  the  large  size  of  the  neighborhood  and  
the  economic,  social,  racial,  ethnic,  and  linguistic  diversity  of  the  area  make  it  
even  more  remarkable.  And  while  preservation  advocates  elsewhere  in  Boston  
worked  with  more  homogeneous  populations,  activists  in  the  South  End  had  to  
engage  with  people  very  different  from  themselves.    Spokespersons  for  low-­‐‑
income  and  elderly  residents  expressed  concern  that  historic  districting  not  be  
used  to  prevent  the  development  of  affordable  housing.    They  also  demanded  
assurances  that  historic-­‐‑preservation  review  not  saddle  homeowners  with  
burdensome  restoration  expenses.    And  city  staff  sought  to  take  these  
considerations  into  account  as  the  conflict  reached  its  ultimate  conclusion.  
Yet  the  South  End  effort  is  among  the  most  contentious  campaigns  to  
create  an  historic  district  in  Boston  and  perhaps  its  most  problematic.    Many  
preservation  advocates  said  they  deeply  respected  and  honored  the  diversity  of  
the  neighborhood,  citing  it  as  one  of  the  chief  attractions  for  their  moving  there.    
Others  held  the  long-­‐‑term  boardinghouse  residents  in  contempt  as  drunks  and  
ne’er-­‐‑do-­‐‑wells.    Regardless  of  their  sentiments,  the  arrival  these  new  young  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
728  Departmental  Communication,  Dec.  19,  1983,  from  Marcia  Myers,  Environment  Dept.,  to  John  
Deveraux,  Law  Dept.,  re  South  End  Districts,  folder:  “South  End  Study  Committee:  Public  Hrg  +  
Marketing  the  Results,”  Box  33,  BLC  records.  
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professionals  into  the  neighborhood  transformed  the  social  and  economic  
ecosystem  there.    They  evicted  tenants  and  restored  multistory  row  houses  that  
had  been  subdivided  into  apartments.    They  formed  an  historical  society  to  
advocate  for  preservation,  even  while  the  organization’s  house  tours  and  
fundraising  parties  drew  protests  from  working-­‐‑class  renters  who  feared  
displacement.    Consequently,  it  is  evident  that  embedded  within  the  left-­‐‑leaning,  
countercultural,  and  anti-­‐‑authoritarian  political  inclinations  of  this  phase  of  the  
historic  preservation  movement  are  some  contradictions.  
These  three  adjoining  neighborhoods  –  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area,  Bay  
Village,  and  the  South  End  –  exemplify  changes  taking  place  in  urban  
preservation  during  the  1970s  and  early  1980s.    They  all  feature  residents,  often  
young  people  new  to  the  neighborhood,  drawn  to  live  in  the  city  at  a  time  when  
doing  so  had  a  somewhat  Bohemian  aspect.    Whether  they  hosted  art-­‐‑lovers  
enticed  to  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  by  its  proximity  to  notable  cultural  
institutions,  gay  men  attracted  to  Bay  Village  by  reasonably  priced  old  houses  
and  nearby  gay  nightlife,  or  academics  and  architects  fascinated  by  the  social  and  
economic  diversity  of  the  South  End  –  these  neighborhoods  participated  in  the  
larger  back-­‐‑to-­‐‑the-­‐‑city  movement  that  transformed  city  life  as  orthodox  urban  
renewal  programs  was  coming  to  an  end.      
	  	  
349 
Indeed,  these  neighborhoods  encountered  the  face  of  organized  urban  
renewal  directly.    In  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area  residents  complained  of  large-­‐‑
scale,  commercial  high-­‐‑rises  like  the  Prudential  Center,  Copley  Place,  and  
various  projects  on  Huntington  Avenue,  fearing  that  their  historic,  low-­‐‑rise  
neighborhood  would  be  lost.    Similarly,  residents  of  Bay  Village,  sandwiched  
between  a  new  turnpike,  a  vastly  expanding  hospital  district,  and  proposed  
commercial  development  in  Park  Square,  confronted  the  Redevelopment  
Authority  about  a  parcel  in  their  own  neighborhood.    And  in  the  South  End,  
preservation  advocates  struggled  to  balance  urban  renewal  projects  already  
slated  for  execution  with  their  desires  to  make  sure  that  these  new  projects  
would  fit  into  the  existing  historic  neighborhood.      
In  this  last,  major  phase  of  historic-­‐‑district  creation  in  Boston,  
neighborhood  activists  understood  the  need  for  some  kind  of  renewal  in  the  city  
but  pushed  for  a  different  interpretation  of  what  that  might  mean.    Emphasizing  
individual  ownership,  small-­‐‑scale  rehabilitation,  and  local  neighborhood  power,  
this  new  middle  class  advocated  for  a  rebalancing  of  the  urban  power  structure,  
one  that  challenged  the  large,  pro-­‐‑growth,  publicly  funded  redevelopment  
bureaucracy  and  instead  argued  for  a  neighborhood–centered  devolution  of  
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power  rooted  in  local,  grassroots  associations  and  established  as  a  legitimate  





The  South  End  historic  district  was  not  the  last  historic  district  that  Boston  
created,  but  it  was  by  far  the  largest.    Since  1983,  the  city  has  designated  fewer  
historic  districts,  and  the  ones  that  have  been  listed  are  considerably  smaller.729    
And  two  significant  historic-­‐‑district  formation  efforts,  in  the  North  End  and  in  
Charlestown,  failed  to  gain  traction.730    This  suggests  critical  changes  that  have  
led  to  this  decline.    The  shifting  political  and  ideological  landscape  from  the  late  
1970s  to  the  early  1980s  is  of  primary  importance.    The  election  of  Ronald  Regan  
as  president  in  1980  marked  a  change,  now  visible  at  the  national  level,  which  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
729  Other  historic  districts  and  their  years  of  designation  include  the  Mission  Hill  Triangle  
Architectural  Conservation  District,  Mission  Hill  (1985);  the  Aberdeen  Architectural  
Conservation  District,  Brighton  (2001);  and  the  Fort  Point  Channel  Landmark  District,  South  
Boston  (2008).    “List  of  Designated  Boston  Landmarks  in  Numerical  Order,”  table  courtesy  of  the  
Boston  Landmarks  Commission.    See  also  Mission  Hill  Architectural  Conservation  District:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission  Study  Report  (1985),  Aberdeen  Architectural  Conservation  District:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission  Study  Report  (2002),  and  The  Fort  Point  Channel  Landmark  District:  Boston  
Landmarks  Commission  Study  Report  (2008).  
730  “Status  of  Petitions  to  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  for  Designation  as  Landmarks  and  
Districts,”  table  courtesy  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
http://www.cityofboston.gov/images_documents/PETSTATS_AUG2014_tcm3-­‐‑47227.pdf,  
accessed  Feb.  24,  2016.    A  proposal  to  designate  the  North  End  was  initiated  under  the  state  
provisions  of  Chapter  40(C),  since  the  Landmarks  Commission  did  not  have  jurisdiction  to  create  
historic  districts  downtown.  A  proposed  Town  Hill  Landmark  District  in  Charlestown  was  
launched  according  to  the  provisions  that  created  the  Landmarks  Commission.  They  both  have  
been  Under  Study,  with  their  statuses  as  Pending,  since  the  mid-­‐‑1980s.      
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had  been  coming  for  a  while  and  would  continue  past  this  watershed  year.731    
Shifts  in  attitudes  toward  government  and  private  property,  and  the  relationship  
between  each  of  these,  are  particularly  important  in  this  case.      
The  impulse  to  create  local  historic  districts  involves  a  certain  amount  of  
faith  in  local  government  to  act  fairly  and  responsibly  in  regulating  private  
property.    Perhaps  paradoxically,  this  belief  in  local  government  actually  may  
have  been  strengthened  as  long  as  higher  levels  of  government  were  threatening  
to  do  more  harm.    From  the  Beacon  Hill  movement  of  the  1950s  to  the  South  End  
effort  of  the  1970s  and  early  1980s,  Boston  residents  pursued  the  designation  of  
local  historic  districts  in  the  context  of  state  and  federal  urban  renewal  programs  
championing  significant  change.    For  activists  dealing  with  these  challenges,  
local  government  served  as  a  foil  for  these  ominous  federally  subsidized  projects.    
But  when  urban  renewal  lost  its  force,  when  federal  policies  emphasized  locally  
controlled  block  grants  over  demolition,  and  when  tax  policy  changed  to  greatly  
reduce  the  amount  of  moneys  available  for  federal  spending  in  cities,  the  
common  enemy  against  which  so  many  neighborhood  advocates  rallied  was  no  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
731  See  Bruce  J.  Schulman  and  Julian  E.  Zelizer,  Rightward  Bound:  Making  America  Conservative  in  
the  1970s  (Cambridge:  Harvard  University  Press,  2008);  for  a  view  from  France,  see  Guy  Sorman,  
La  révolution  conservatrice  américaine  (Fayard,  1983),  and  for  a  global  synthesis  see  David  Harvey,  
A  Brief  History  of  Neoliberalism  (Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  2007).  
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longer  looming.732    Without  the  existential  threat  that  urban  renewal  provided,  
one  justification  for  creating  local  historic  districts  lost  its  power.      
Complementary  with  a  de-­‐‑emphasis  on  government  programs,  a  new  
interest  in  private  property  also  characterizes  this  new,  neoliberal  moment.733    
Measures  easing  regulations  on  businesses  extended  in  many  directions  and  
invoked  an  implicit  belief  that  the  owners  of  private  concerns  knew  best  how  to  
deal  with  their  own  interests.    Some  jurisdictions  adopted  new  laws  privileging  
the  private-­‐‑property  owner,  setting  limits  on  governmental  regulation,  and/or  
requiring  regulators  to  perform  cost/benefit  analyses  before  imposing  what  
where  presumed  to  be  burdensome  regulations.734    Preservationists  bent  to  these  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
732  Congress  terminated  urban  renewal  and  replaced  it  with  Community  Development  Block  
Grants  when  it  enacted  the  Housing  and  Community  Development  Act  in  1974.    This  measure  
reflected  a  growing  belief  that  local  leaders  knew  better  how  to  spend  federal  monies  in  their  
communities  than  officials  in  Washington,  DC.  Alexander  Von  Hoffman,  House  by  House,  Block  by  
Block:  The  Rebirth  of  America’s  Urban  Neighborhoods  (Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  2004),  12-­‐‑13.    
Changes  in  tax  policy  would  take  longer.    Historian  Molly  C.  Michaelmore  sees  “the  rise  of  the  
activist  state  and  the  emergence  of  a  powerful  and  invigorated  conservative  movement”  in  
tension  but  also  conjoined  with  each  other.    Molly  C.  Michaelmore,  Tax  and  Spend:  The  Welfare  
State,  Tax  Politics,  and  the  Limits  of  American  Liberalism  (Philadelphia:  University  of  Pennsylvania  
Press,  2014),  16.    It  is  notable  that  one  neighborhood  that  did  not  ultimately  elect  to  become  
locally  designated,  Ashmont  Hill,  was  not  threatened  by  an  urban-­‐‑renewal  plan.  
733  For  an  overview  of  this  period,  see  Stuart  Banner,  “Property  Resurgent”  in  American  Property:  
A  History  of  How,  Why,  and  What  We  Own  (Cambridge:  Harvard  University  Press,  2011)  and  James  
W.  Ely,  “Property  Rights  and  the  Regulatory  State”  in  The  Guardian  of  Every  Other  Right:  A  
Constitutional  History  of  Property  Rights  (Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  2007).  
734  A  1980  amendment  to  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  requires  that  owners  be  notified  
if  their  property  is  nominated  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.    “If  an  owner  objects,  a  
historically  significant  property  would  be  listed  as  ‘Register  Eligible.’”    Norman  Tyler,  Historic  
Preservation:  An  Introduction  to  Its  History,  Principles,  and  Practice  (New  York  and  London:  W.  W.  
Norton  &  Company,  200),  106.    An  example  at  the  state  level  is  Florida’s  Bert  J.  Harris,  Jr.,  Private  
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new  times  by  stressing  the  economic  benefits  of  historic  preservation.735    Many  
advocates  embraced  economic  thinking,  performing  studies  demonstrating  the  
role  of  historic  preservation,  and  historic  districts  in  particular,  in  stabilizing  and  
enhancing  property  values,  in  returning  defunct  properties  to  the  tax  rolls,  and  in  
stimulating  travel  and  tourism,  among  other  benefits.    Such  arguments  did  not  
necessarily  presume  that  government  had  no  role  to  play.    Indeed,  often  these  
sorts  of  studies  grew  out  of  efforts  to  justify  state  and  federal  tax-­‐‑credit  programs  
that  facilitated  the  redevelopment  of  historic,  income-­‐‑producing  properties.736    	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Property  Rights  Protection  Act  of  1995,  in  which  “[t]he  Legislature  recognizes  that  some  laws,  
regulations,  and  ordinances  of  the  state  and  political  entities  in  the  state,  as  applied,  may  
inordinately  burden,  restrict,  or  limit  private  property  rights  without  amounting  to  a  taking  
under  the  State  Constitution  or  the  United  States  Constitution.  The  Legislature  determines  that  
there  is  an  important  state  interest  in  protecting  the  interests  of  private  property  owners  from  
such  inordinate  burdens.  Therefore,  it  is  the  intent  of  the  Legislature  that,  as  a  separate  and  
distinct  cause  of  action  from  the  law  of  takings,  the  Legislature  herein  provides  for  relief,  or  
payment  of  compensation,  when  a  new  law,  rule,  regulation,  or  ordinance  of  the  state  or  a  
political  entity  in  the  state,  as  applied,  unfairly  affects  real  property.”  Florida  Statutes,  Title  6,  
Chapter  70.  
735  Preservationists  gathering  in  Seattle  in  1975  produced,  for  example,  National  Trust  for  Historic  
Preservation,  Economic  Benefits  of  Preserving  Old  Buildings:  Papers  from  the  Economic  Benefits  of  
Preserving  Old  Buildings  Conference  (Washington:  Preservation  Press,  1976).    A  few  years  later,  
Raynor  M.  Warner  published  New  Profits  from  Old  Buildings:  Private  Enterprise  Approaches  to  
Making  Preservation  Pay  (New  York:  McGraw-­‐‑Hill,  1978).    In  1982,  one  of  the  leading  preservation  
educators,  James  Marston  Fitch,  included  a  chapter  on  “The  Economic  Sense  of  Retrieval  and  
Recycling”  in  his  Historic  Preservation:  Curatorial  Management  of  the  Built  World  (New  York:  
McGraw-­‐‑Hill,  1982),  29-­‐‑37.  
736  Federal  tax  incentives  for  historic  preservation  evolved  over  a  ten-­‐‑year  period.    The  Tax  
Reform  Act  of  1976  eliminated  the  tax-­‐‑deductibility  of  demolition  expenses,  while  extending  
accelerated  depreciation  from  new  construction  alone  to  rehabilitated  historic  structures,  too.    
The  Revenue  Act  of  1978  permitted  a  ten-­‐‑percent  tax  credit  on  the  rehabilitation  of  historic  
buildings.    The  Economic  Recovery  Tax  Act  of  1981  expanded  this  benefit  to  a  twenty-­‐‑five  
percent  tax  credit,  while  the  Tax  Act  of  1986  trimmed  it  to  twenty  percent.    These  benefits  were  
available  to  the  owners  of  historic  buildings  that  were  certified  as  such  by  the  National  Park  
	  	  
355 
But  increasingly,  creating  local  historic  districts  was  de-­‐‑emphasized.    The  words  
used  to  talk  about  historic  preservation  placed  less  stress  on  regulations  and  more  
on  incentives.  
In  exploring  the  evolution  of  the  use  of  local  historic  districts,  it  is  also  
helpful  to  consider  the  different  social  groups  who  either  embraced  or  opposed  
this  strategy.    Class  is  one  of  the  most  important  categories  to  consider.  
Historians  of  the  preservation  movement  have  characterized  its  adherents  in  
multiple  ways.    Those  sympathetic  to  the  cause  emphasize  preservation’s  wide  
appeal,  portraying  it  as  a  grass-­‐‑roots  movement  that  found  favor  among  a  broad  
middle  class.737    Others  offering  a  sharper  social  critique  of  preservationists  
describe  its  proponents  as  elite,  an  embattled  minority,  privileged  but  
increasingly  overwhelmed  by  a  rising  and  irresistible  tide  of  social,  economic,  
and  cultural  change.738    While  these  explanatory  models  help  define  the  poles  of  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Service,  and  rehabilitation  plans  had  to  conform  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  Standards  for  
Rehabilitating  Historic  Properties.    Owners  occupying  their  own  homes  were  not  eligible.        
Norman  Tyler,  Historic  Preservation:  An  Introduction  to  Its  History,  Principles,  and  Practice  (New  
York:  W.  W.  Norton  &  Company,  2000),  191-­‐‑195;  William  J.  Murtagh,  Keeping  Time:  The  History  
and  Theory  of  Preservation  in  America  (New  York:  Sterling  Publishing  Co.,  Inc.,  1993),  74-­‐‑75.  
737  “The  American  preservation  movement  appears  to  have  been  a  truly  grass-­‐‑roots  effort.”  “[T]he  
core  of  preservationist  support  was  middle-­‐‑class  in  character  .  .  .  Middle-­‐‑class  enthusiasts  .  .  .  
bore  the  financial  burden.”    Charles  B.  Hosmer,  Jr.,  Presence  of  the  Past:  A  History  of  the  Preservation  
Movement  in  the  United  States  Before  Williamsburg  (New  York:  G.  P.  Putnam’s  Sons,  1965),  21,  300.  
738  James  M.  Lindgren  summarizes  much  of  his  research  in  “‘A  Spirit  That  Fires  the  Imagination’:  
Historic  Preservation  and  Cultural  Regeneration  in  Virginia  and  New  England,  1850-­‐‑1950,”  in  
Max  Page  and  Randall  Mason,  ed.,  Giving  Preservation  a  History:  Histories  of  Historic  Preservation  in  
the  United  States  (New  York:  Routledge,  2004).    For  a  fuller  treatment,  see  Lindgren’s  Preserving  
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the  debate,  neither  one  fully  does  justice  to  the  character  of  historic-­‐‑district  
advocates  in  Boston.    Clearly,  historic  districting  found  the  strongest  favor  
among  the  middle  class  as  opposed  to  the  working  class.    But,  especially  in  an  
American  context,  most  people  consider  themselves  to  be  middle  class,  thus  
diluting  the  specificity  of  this  category.    Moreover,  in  some  cases  those  opposed  
to  historic  districts  were  also  middle  class.  
It  may  be  helpful  to  review  the  adherents  and  opponents  of  Boston’s  
historic  districts.    Both  Beacon  Hill  and  the  Back  Bay  were  designated  with  
strong  support  from  Harvard-­‐‑educated,  property-­‐‑owning  business-­‐‑  and  
professional  men  –  and  their  wives.    While  opposition  to  the  Beacon  Hill  effort  
was  negligible,  in  the  Back  Bay,  preservationists  found  strong  resistance  from  the  
Mayor  (John  Collins)  and  his  wealthy  developer-­‐‑friends  (the  Leventhal  brothers  
and  their  representatives  Henry  M.  Leen  and  Harold  Horovitz).    Similarly,  the  
drive  to  create  a  statutory  Landmarks  Commission  saw  strong  support  from  the  
educated  professional  class  –  while  the  business  muscle  embodied  in  the  
Municipal  Research  Bureau  successfully  argued  for  a  ban  of  historic  districts  
downtown.    The  Ashmont  Hill  attempt  to  create  an  historic  district  seems  to  have  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
the  Old  Dominion:  Historic  Preservation  and  Virginia  Traditionalism  (Charlottesville  and  London:  
University  Press  of  Virginia,  1993)  and  Preserving  Historic  New  England:  Preservation,  Progressivism,  
and  the  Remaking  of  Memory  (New  York  and  Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  1995).  
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been  framed  less  around  class  issues  and  more  around  a  conflict  between  long-­‐‑
term  and  recently  arrived  homeowners.    But  the  West  Back  Bay/Bay  State  Road  
movement  enjoyed  reliable  support  from  property-­‐‑  and  business-­‐‑owners,  with  
little  recorded  dissent.    A  sharply  asymmetrical  power  dynamic,  however,  is  
visible  in  the  St.  Botolph  Street  area,  where  middle-­‐‑class  residents  fought  hard  
for  an  historic  district,  while  developers  and  property  owners  pushed  for  
accommodations  and  exemptions  for  their  massive  complexes  near  Copley  
Square  and  along  Huntington  Avenue.      Finally,  in  Bay  Village  and  the  South  
End,  the  creation  of  historic  districts  enjoyed  strong  support  among  recently  
arrived  artists,  professionals,  and  business  people  who  owned  their  own  homes,  
while  low-­‐‑income  renters  expressed  serious  concerns  about  the  impact  of  such  
measures  on  affordable  housing.  
To  speak  with  greater  precision,  then,  in  Boston,  from  Beacon  Hill  to  the  
South  End,  the  most  ardent  adherents  for  creating  local  historic  districts  were  
people  who  owned  their  own  historic  homes  in  the  neighborhoods  concerned,  
who  worked  in  professional  fields,  and  who  were  well  educated.    Opposition,  on  
the  other  hand,  tended  to  come  from  either  the  top  or  the  bottom  of  the  economic  
scale.    Developers  and  others  with  a  significant  stake  in  income-­‐‑producing  
property  –  and  who  often  lived  elsewhere  –  were  often  vocal  opponents.    And  
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renters,  who  worked  in  trades,  and  who  were  less  highly  educated  frequently  
had  grave  misgivings  about  designating  historic  districts,  reflecting  their  
economically  unstable  position  in  the  urban  matrix.      
In  addition  to  these  parameters,  the  nature  of  middle-­‐‑class  
preservationists  changed  over  the  decades.    During  the  1950s  and  early  1960s,  as  
shown  on  Beacon  Hill  and  in  the  Back  Bay,  preservationists  were  relatively  
conventional,  displaying  the  attributes  of  the  dominant  consensus  culture  of  the  
time.    Businesspeople,  lawyers,  and  citizens  of  similar  standing  led  designation  
efforts.    They  were  well  educated,  though  their  schooling  primarily  showed  their  
participation  in  a  network  of  established  social  and  business  relationships  with  
others  of  their  class.    But  beginning  in  the  late  1960s  and  extending  through  the  
1970s,  advocates  for  designation  were  drawn  from  an  emerging  new  middle  class  
of  young,  more  bohemian  or  countercultural  technocrats  who  worked  in  
academic,  design,  or  bureaucratic  fields.    They  more  openly  embraced  the  
diversity  of  urban  life,  even  though  their  economic  positioning  and  social  
relationships  still  marked  them  as  middle-­‐‑class.      
Closely  tied  to  class  in  Boston  are  ethnicity  and  religion.    Especially  in  the  
early  years  of  the  historic-­‐‑districting  movement,  Yankee  Protestants  constituted  
its  strongest  base  of  support.    This  general  observation  is  consistent  with  existing  
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scholarship  noting  that  the  preservation  movement  from  the  mid-­‐‑nineteenth  
through  the  early  twentieth  centuries  found  its  leaders  from  those  with  long  
lineages  in  the  United  States,  who  emphasized  the  preservation  of  sites  
significant  in  the  founding  of  the  nation  as  a  means  of  educating  and  assimilating  
immigrants.739    Yet,  even  in  the  1950s  at  least  a  couple  Irish  Catholic  
preservationists  –  Thomas  H.  Mahony  (chair  of  the  neighborhood  association’s  
committee  advocating  for  the  historic  district)  and  Charles  A.  Callanan  (one  of  
the  founding  members  of  the  Beacon  Hill  Architectural  Commission)  –  crossed  
the  Hill  into  the  immigrant  district  of  the  West  End  on  Sunday  morning  to  
worship  at  the  Catholic  Church  there.    And  as  the  decades  advanced,  and  as  the  
Boston  Irish  assimilated  into  the  larger  body  of  white  Americans  –  perhaps  the  
election  of  President  John  J.  Kennedy  in  1960  is  the  most  prominent  and  visible  
sign  of  this  –  the  Irish-­‐‑Yankee  divide  that  animated  Boston  politics  for  over  a  
century  became  less  dominant.    Interest  in  historic  districting  varied  among  
Jewish  Bostonians.    Some,  like  Hirsh  Freed,  Sidney  Rabb,  and  the  Leventhal  
brothers,  were  heavily  invested  in  real  estate,  resisting  designation  of  the  Back  
Bay,  for  example.    Others  like  Barney  Frank  (who  sponsored  the  legislation  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
739  “Preservationism  was  an  Anglo-­‐‑Saxon  movement  .  .  .  but  strangely  enough  preservation  
literature  does  not  contain  any  outspoken  nativist  declarations.    Preservationists  spent  their  time  
trying  to  educate  immigrants,  rather  than  condemning  the  newcomers.”    Hosmer,  Presence  of  the  
Past,  310-­‐‑302.    See  also  Lindgren,  “‘A  Spirit  That  Fires  the  Imagination,’”  110,  113-­‐‑117.  
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creating  the  Landmarks  Commission)  and  Harry  Olins  (one  of  the  first  
appointees  to  the  new  board)  played  important  roles  in  the  city’s  developing  
preservation  program.    More  recent  arrivals,  such  as  those  from  China  and  
Puerto  Rico,  raised  new  questions  about  the  urban  built  environment.    
Concerned  more  with  affordable  and  decent  housing  than  blending  into  a  
northern  European  vision  of  city  life,  these  groups  maintained  cultural  identities  
connected  to  their  homelands  and  did  not  necessarily  privilege  Boston’s  exiting  
architectural  infrastructure.    Representatives  of  the  Chinese  and  Puerto  Rican  
communities  engaged  with  preservationists  in  Boston  while  still  keeping  their  
communities’  interests  and  perspectives  in  the  forefront.    
Race  is  another  factor  to  consider,  bringing  some  contours  of  the  historic-­‐‑
districting  movement  in  Boston  into  greater  focus.    The  vast  majority  of  
preservationists  in  the  city  were  white.    And  when  young,  white,  urban  
professionals  began  to  move  into  the  South  End  during  the  1960s,  the  stage  was  
set  for  a  confrontation  between  the  new  arrivals  and  the  existing  populations,  
including  those  of  color.    Yet  in  the  complex,  highly  differentiated  social  world  of  
this  neighborhood,  at  least  one  African  American  couple  was  participating  in  the  
larger  pattern  of  inner-­‐‑city  change  and  hoping  that  more  like-­‐‑minded  black  
rehabbers  would  join  them.    Anti-­‐‑gentrification  activists  picketed  their  home  
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when  it  was  on  a  tour  of  historic  houses.    At  least  in  this  case,  when  race  and  
class  intersected  with  each  other,  class  positioning  aligned  this  couple  with  the  
new  young,  urban  professionals,  most  of  whom  where  white,  even  as  they  
sought  to  attract  some  African  Americans  to  join  them.  
Gender  is  also  a  useful  lens  for  understanding  historic  districting  in  
Boston.    Existing  scholarship  chronicles  the  early  role  of  women  in  the  
preservation  movement,  along  with  the  entry  of  men  into  the  field  during  the  
Progressive  era  with  the  rise  of  professionalism.740    In  this  Boston  case  study,  this  
arc  is  accurate  as  far  as  it  goes.    Indeed,  the  Beacon  Hill  and  Back  Bay  designation  
efforts,  while  deriving  substantial  support  from  women,  were  led  by  professional  
men,  such  as  John  Codman  and  Charles  P.  Howard.    By  the  late  1960s,  however,  
considerable  changes  are  apparent.    Preservationists  of  both  sexes  are  noticeable  
in  subsequent  historic-­‐‑districting  efforts,  some  of  each  as  leaders,  some  of  each  as  
followers.    Moreover,  the  rise  of  professional  women,  whose  influence  extended  
beyond  their  respective  neighborhoods  to  the  entire  city,  is  particularly  
impressive.    Marcia  Myers,  Judy  McDonough,  and  Pauline  Chase  Harrell  stand  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
740  Howe,  Barbara  J.,  “Women  in  Historic  Preservation:  The  Legacy  of  Ann  Pamela  Cunningham,”  
The  Public  Historian,  vol.  12,  no.  1  (Winter  1990),  31-­‐‑61;  Lindgren,  “‘A  Spirit  That  Fires  the  
Imagination,’”  108-­‐‑111,  121.  
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out  in  this  regard.741    And  yet  some  of  these  women  faced  significant  challenges  
during  the  1970s  in  their  male-­‐‑dominated  workplace  –  enough  of  a  challenge  to  
provoke  a  lawsuit  against  their  employers.  
Finally,  sexual  orientation  enters  into  this  analysis.    While  gay  people  
played  a  role  in  historic  preservation  in  other  neighborhoods,  they  became  
especially  visible  during  the  1970s,  notably  in  the  campaign  to  create  an  historic  
district  in  Bay  Village.    Already  a  site  for  gay  nightlife,  the  area  saw  the  arrival  of  
new  gay  and  straight  residents,  who  pushed  for  preservation.    Gay  residents  like  
Timothy  McFeeley  embraced  historic-­‐‑district  designation  as  a  means  to  maintain  
and  improve  both  the  physical  assets  of  the  neighborhood  and  the  quality  of  life  
there.742      
The  effort  to  create  local  historic  districts  in  Boston  has  its  own  character  
as  a  social  movement.    The  role  of  organizations  in  all  of  these  campaigns  is  
conspicuous.743    Resident  activists  joined  neighborhood  associations,  which  took  
the  lead  in  organizing,  publicizing,  fund-­‐‑raising,  educating,  and  lobbying.    Some  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
741  The  roles  of  historian  and  educator  Peggy  Smith  and  South  End  Historical  Society  President  
Susan  Park  are  also  notable.  
742  Scholarship  on  historic  preservation  and  the  gay  community  is  still  rather  preliminary.    Will  
Fellows,  A  Passion  to  Preserve:  Gay  Men  as  Keepers  of  Culture  (Madison:  University  of  Wisconsin  
Press,  2004)  is  the  only  book-­‐‑length  treatment  of  the  subject.    There  is  clearly  room  for  more  
investigation  in  this  vein.  
743  On  the  role  of  organizations  in  social  movements,  see  William  Gamson’s  Introduction  to  
Mayer  N.  Zald  and  John  D.  McCarthy’s  edited  collection,  Social  Movements  in  an  Organizational  
Society:  Collected  Essays  (New  Brunswick  and  London:  Transaction  Publications,  1994),  2-­‐‑6.  
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of  the  groups,  like  those  on  Beacon  Hill  and  in  the  Back  Bay,  were  long-­‐‑
established  organizations  with  large  memberships  of  well-­‐‑connected  and  well-­‐‑
heeled  people.    Others  were  more  recent,  ad  hoc  creations,  the  product  of  new  
arrivals  seeking  to  make  common  cause  with  their  neighbors  for  enhanced  city  
services.    Over  the  course  of  these  three  decades,  change  in  the  kind  of  
organizational  involvement  is  noticeable.    While  private  groups  constituted  the  
preponderant  sponsors  in  the  earlier  part  of  this  era,  increasingly  effective  help  
from  the  public  sector  is  noticeable  as  time  went  on.    Marcia  Myers’s  staff  of  the  
Boston  Landmarks  Commission  –  even  before  it  obtained  statutory  power  in  
1975  –  were  encouraging  local  efforts  and  maintaining  linkages  between  the  
neighborhoods  and  City  Hall.    And  when  designation  requests  came  in,  they  
actively  solicited  and  shaped  the  study  committees  that  investigated  and  made  
the  case  for  designation.  
But  even  as  organizations  played  critical  roles  in  moving  the  agenda  of  
historic  districting  along,  individuals  mobilized  themselves  and  their  own  
resources  to  participate  in  the  campaigns  that  interested  them.    Most  adherents  
owned  and  maintained  historic  homes.    Some  put  their  houses  on  historic  tours.    
Others  helped  research  the  history  of  the  neighborhood.    Still  others  supported  
fundraising  events.    A  few  went  against  the  expectations  of  their  ethnicity,  
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religion,  or  race  to  support  preservation.    All  of  these  individual  decisions  
constitute  the  micro-­‐‑mobilizations  that  add  up  to  support  a  larger  movement.744  
The  appeal  of  Boston’s  historic-­‐‑districting  movement  to  various  social  
groups  motivated  them  and  the  organizations  they  supported  to  mobilize  
resources  to  help  make  the  effort  successful,  even  as  they  sometimes  reached  the  
limits  of  support.    As  owners  of  historic  homes  or  residents  of  historic  
neighborhoods,  they  embraced  an  expanded  role  for  local  government  in  vetting  
change  in  the  context  of  ambitious  plans  for  urban  renewal.    They  reached  out  to  
their  neighbors,  provoking  in  most  cases  lively  public  debates  concerning  the  
character  of  their  neighborhoods  and  what  they  might  look  like  in  the  future.    
Their  leaders  tapped  into  their  social  capital  –  their  educational  advantage,  their  
access  to  government  policy  makers,  their  organizational  power,  and  their  
confidence  in  themselves  that  the  goals  they  sought  were  achievable  –  to  press  
successfully  for  the  implementation  of  their  objectives.    They  were  committed,  
passionate,  and  sincere,  though  as  the  decades  wore  on  and  as  they  expanded  
their  range  of  concern  into  new  neighborhoods,  they  found  increasing  challenges  
in  selling  their  message  to  peoples  considerably  different  from  them.    Talk  of  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
744  On  the  role  of  individual  actors  in  social  movements,  and  their  micro-­‐‑mobilizations,  see  Carol  
McClurg  Mueller,  “Building  Social  Movement  Theory,”  in  Aldon  D.  Morris  and  Carol  McClurg  




history  and  architecture  had  to  reckon  with  the  economic  priorities  of  
populations  in  seriously  marginalized  positions  within  the  city.    And  yet  even  
with  these  limitations,  the  movement  to  create  historic  districts  in  Boston  over  
the  course  of  three  decades  radically  challenged  the  pro-­‐‑growth  coalition  of  
public  agencies  and  private  developers,  questioning  at  every  turn  the  dominant  
model  of  redevelopment  stressing  extensive  demolition  and  modern  high-­‐‑rises.    
In  the  process,  these  preservationists  took  a  private,  volunteer  movement  and  
institutionalized  it  in  City  Hall,  enacting  a  new  kind  of  home  rule  and  






Figure  1.1:  Aerial  view  from  1925  of  Beacon  Hill  and  the  West  End,  looking  
north.    The  open  land  in  the  left  foreground  is  the  Common.    The  domed  
Massachusetts  State  House  occupies  the  center  of  the  image.    The  bridge  at  the  
extreme  upper  left  carries  Cambridge  Street  across  the  Charles  River.    Due  to  the  
economic  downturn  of  the  Great  Depression  during  the  1930s,  the  priority  on  
war  production  1941  to  1945,  and  the  stagnant  condition  of  Boston’s  economy  
after  the  war,  little  had  changed  in  the  city’s  built  environment  between  the  
taking  of  this  image  and  the  1950s.      
Photo  courtesy  of  Boston  Public  Library.  




Figure  1.2:  A  1775  map  of  Boston  shows  the  steep  terrain  of  the  Tri-­‐‑Mountain.    
Note  that  one  of  the  hills  is  labeled  Mount  Whoredom,  indicating  the  reputation  
of  this  part  of  town.      
“A  plan  of  the  town  of  Boston  with  the  intrenchments  &ca.  of  His  Majesty'ʹs  
forces  in  1775,  from  the  observations  of  Lieut.  Page.  .  .”      





Figure  1.3:  Map  from  1814  by  John  Groves  Hale,  showing  Beacon  Hill  after  its  
steepest  portions  had  been  removed  to  form  Charles  Street  at  the  left.    That  
portion  within  a  few  bocks  of  the  Common  is  the  South  Slope,  including  Beacon,  
Chestnut,  and  Pinckney  Streets,  then  developing  as  an  elite  neighborhood  of  
substantial  brick  houses.    The  street  plan  has  not  been  finalized;  Louisburg  
Square  has  not  yet  been  laid  out.    The  blocks  closer  to  Cambridge  Street  are  on  
the  North  Slope  and  are  more  densely  settled  with  African  Americans  residents.      





Figure  1.4:  Hancock  House,  Beacon  St.,  as  it  appeared  ca.  1863.  Constructed  
during  the  1730s,  it  was  owned  by  three  generations  of  the  family.  





Figure  1.5:  Notice  of  demolition  of  Hancock  House,  1863,  the  first  preservation  
cause  célèbre  in  Boston’s  history.    This  last-­‐‑minute  appeal  was  not  successful,  but  
the  memory  of  this  house’s  loss  haunted  preservationists  for  years  to  come.  





Figure  1.6:  Boston  neighborhoods,  including  its  outlying  streetcar  suburbs.  
https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/thumb/3/35/Boston_ONS_Nei
ghborhoods.svg/2000px-­‐‑Boston_ONS_Neighborhoods.svg.png,  accessed  
February  21,  2016.  
  
Figure  1.7:  Beacon  Hill  Height  Restrictions,  with  the  Massachusetts  State  House  




Figure  1.8:  Sit-­‐‑Down  Demonstration  on  Beacon  Hill,  1947.    




Figure  1.9:    “New  ramp  for  Central  Artery  behind  Boston  Garden  -­‐‑  North  
Station,”  photographed  by  Leslie  Jones,  1953.  




Figure  1.10:  The  West  End,  a  historically  low-­‐‑rise  neighborhood,  popular  with  
immigrants  in  the  early  twentieth  century.    City  redevelopment  officials  labeled  
the  area  a  slum  by  the  1950s,  demolishing  most  of  the  buildings  here  to  make  
way  for  modern,  high-­‐‑rise  apartments.    The  North  Slope  of  Beacon  Hill  rises  on  





Figure  1.11:  74,  76,  and  78  Pinckney  Street,  Beacon  Hill.    After  1946,  John  Codman  
lived  in  the  “hidden  house”  at  No.  74  ½,  a  house  located  in  a  rear  yard  not  visible  
from  the  street.      





Figure  1.12:  View  down  Mt  Vernon  Street,  looking  towards  the  Charles  Street  
Meeting  House,  taken  between  1954  and  1959.    Courtesy  Rotch  Visual  






Figure  1.13:  Beacon  Hill  Historic  District:  The  South  Slope  (lower  right),  the  Flat  
of  the  Hill  (left),  and  the  North  Slope  (upper  right).    




Figure  1.14:  The  Thayer  Houses  at  70-­‐‑72  Mt.  Vernon  St.,  designed  by  Richard  
Upjohn  in  the  1840s,  were  the  subject  of  a  demolition  controversy  in  1963.    Some  
observers  considered  this  brownstone  façade  out  of  step  with  nearby  redbrick  
houses.    Others  valued  this  unusual  example  of  Beacon  Hill  architecture  for  what  
it  was.    Eduard  Bullerjahn  proposed  clearing  the  lot  to  build  an  apartment  
building,  but  before  he  could  do  so,  he  had  to  obtain  permission  from  the  






Figure  2.  1.    211  Commonwealth  Avenue  was  for  sale  for  $14.9  million  in  2013.  
Thomas  Grillo,  “Back  Bay  ranks  fifth  for  luxury  sales  in  US,”  Boston  Business  
Journal,  May  15,  2013.  
  
  
Figure  2.2.  Map  of  the  Back  Bay  showing  areas  filled.    The  area  flanking  
Commonwealth  Avenue  (between  Massachusetts  Avenue  on  the  left  and  the  
Boston  Public  Garden  on  the  right)  is  the  subject  of  this  study.    Area  IIA,  upper  
left,  is  Back  Bay  West,  by  Kenmore  Square.    Area  IV  is  part  of  the  South  End.  




Figure  2.3:  Photograph,  ca.  1872,  probably  taken  from  the  tower  of  the  First  
Baptist  Church  at  the  corner  of  Clarendon  Street  and  Commonwealth  Avenue,  
looking  west  toward  Dartmouth  Street.    Many  lots  have  yet  to  be  built  upon,  
though  existing  buildings  by  this  time  show  the  emerging  scale  of  the  new  
neighborhood.  





Figure  2.4:  Haddon  Hall,  29  Commonwealth  Avenue,  built  in  1895  at  116  feet  tall.    
Considered  out  of  scale  immediately  upon  its  completion,  it  provoked  legal  
limits  to  building  heights  in  Massachusetts.  
H.  Heathcote  Statham,  Modern  Architecture:  A  Book  for  Architects  and  the  Public  





Figure  2.5:  A  volunteer  Committee  for  Commonwealth  Avenue  issued  a  plan  for  
a  Back  Bay  control  zone  in  1963,  proposing  that  high  rises  be  limited  to  the  
periphery  of  the  residential  area.  
Report  of  the  Committee  for  Commonwealth  Avenue,  January  15,  1963.    Collins  




Figure  2.6:  “Atty.  Harold  Horovitz  (left)  counsel  for  Beacon  Construction  Co.,  
shows  City  Councilors  William  J.  Foley  (center)  and  Barry  Hynes  rendering  of  
building  his  clients  proposed  for  Clarendon  st.  corner.”  




Figure  2.7:  Cabot,  Cabot,  and  Forbes  proposed  a  tall  building  adjacent  to  the  Ritz-­‐‑
Carlton  Hotel.    Boston  Globe,  “Ritz’  Neighbor  Faces  Hurdles,”  May  12,  1965.  
  
  
Figure  2.8:  “Back  Bay  Skyline  .  .  .  as  seen  from  the  Charles  River  would  have  this  
high-­‐‑rise  look  if  zoning  law  is  changed.”  Boston  Globe,  “Logue  Recommends  
Height  Restrictions  on  Commonwealth  Av.,”  December  1,  1965.  
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Ritz' Neighbor Faces Hurdles
YUDIS, ANTHONY







Figure  2.9:  Map  of  the  Back  Bay  Residential  District    
Rosalind  Pollan,  Back  Bay  Residential  District  Guidelines  for  Exterior  Rehabilitation  






Figure  3.1:  Ashmont  Hill,  Dorchester  (from  Ashmont  Hill  Neighborhood  
Improvement  Plan,  Ashmont  Hill  Association,  September  1998,  2).      
Boston  Landmarks  Commission  records,  box  28,  “BLC  NR,”  folder:  “Ashmont  






Figure  3.2:  Map  of  the  Ashmont  Hill  House  Tour,  Ashmont  Hill  Association,  “A  
Garden  Suburb,  ca.  1890:  A  Tour  of  Ashmont  Hill,”  May  20  and  21,  1972,  and  
September  22  and  23,  1973.    
Boston  Landmarks  Commission  records,  box  9,  “BLC  &  Other  Research,  





Figure  3.3:  View  of  Bay  State  Road  from  the  Boston  Landmark  Commission’s  





Figure  3.4:  Map  of  proposed  Bay  State  Road/Back  Bay  West  district,  1979.  (Boston  
Landmarks  Commission  records,  Box  29,  “BLC,  Study  report  files,”  3-­‐‑ring  





Figure  4.1:  The  St.  Botolph  Street  area,  Bay  Village,  and  the  South  End.  
  
Map  courtesy  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
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0 1 20.5 Miles
Landmarks
Historic  Districts
Landmark Name Address Neighborhoo
102  Broad  Street 102  Broad  Street Boston
20-­30  Bromfield  Street 20-­30  Bromfield  Street Boston
20-­30  Bromfield  Street 20-­30  Bromfield  Street Boston
25-­27  India  Street 25-­27  India  Street Boston
39  Princeton  Street  (Architectural  Conserv.  Dist) 39  Princeton  Street East  Boston
41  Princeton  Street      
50-­52  Broad  Street 50-­52  Broad  Street Boston
5-­7  Broad  Street 5-­7  Broad  Street Boston
66  Broad  Street 66  Broad  Street Boston
68  Broad  Street 68  Broad  Street Boston
72  Broad  Street 72  Broad  Street Boston
Adams  Nervine  Asylum 990-­1020  Centre  Street Jamaica  Plain
Allston  Depot 15  Franklin  Street Allston
Ames  Building 1  Court  Square Boston
Arlington  Street  Church 355  Boylston  Street Back  Bay
Armory  of  First  Corps  Cadets 130  Columbus  Ave. South  Cove
Austin  Block 90-­92  Main  Street Charlestow n
Back  Bay  Fens The  Fenw ay Fenw ay
Batterymarch  Building 54  Batterymarch  St. Boston
Berkeley  Building 414-­26  Boylston  Street Back  Bay
Boston  Common Beacon  Street Boston
Boston  Common Beacon  Street Boston
Boston  Evening  Clinic  (interior) 314  Commonw ealth  Ave Back  Bay
Boston  Public  Library 700  Boylston  Street Back  Bay
Boston  Young  Men's  Christian  Union  Building 48  Boylston  Street Theater
Boylston  Building 2  Boylston  Street Theater
Brook  Farm 670  Baker  Street West  Roxbury
Brook  Farm 670  Baker  Street West  Roxbury
Brook  Farm 670  Baker  Street West  Roxbury
Charles  River  Esplanade Beacon  Hill/Ba
Charlestow n  Savings  Bank      
Chestnut  Hill  Reservoir  &  Pump  Station  Complex      
Chestnut  Hill  Reservoir  &  Pump  Station  Complex      
Chestnut  Hill  Reservoir  &  Pump  Station  Complex 2400-­50  Beacon  Street Brighton
Chestnut  Hill  Reservoir  &  Pump  Station  Complex      
Christian  Science  Center  Complex Fenw ay
Church  Green  Buildings 101-­3,  105-­13  Summer  St. Boston
Commonw ealth  Ave  Mall      
Commonw ealth  Ave  Mall      
Commonw ealth  Avenue  Mall      
Commonw ealth  Avenue  Mall      
Cox  Building 1-­7  Dudley  Street Roxbury
Cox  Building 1-­7  Dudley  Street Roxbury
Cox  Building 1-­7  Dudley  Street Roxbury
Cox  Building 1-­7  Dudley  Street Roxbury
Cox  Building 1-­7  Dudley  Street Roxbury
Cox  Building 1-­7  Dudley  Street Roxbury
Curley  House 350  Jamaicaw ay Jamaica  Plain
Donald  McKay  House 80  White  Street East  Boston
Dorchester  North  Burying  Ground Columbia  Road Dorchester
Dorchester  Pottery  Works 101-­105  Victory  Rd.   
Ebenezer  Hancock  House Marshall  Street Boston
Edw ard  Everett  House 16  Harvard  Street Charlestow n
Elizabeth  Peabody  Bookstore  and  Circulating  Library 13-­15  West  Street Boston
Faneuil  Hall 1-­10  Faneuil  Hall  Sq. Boston
Federal  Reserve  Bank 30  Pearl  Street Boston
Filene’s  Complex 426  Washington  Street Boston
Flour  &  Grain  Exchange 177  Milk  Street Boston
Fow ler  Clark  Farm 487  Norfolk  Street Mattapan
Fow ler  Clark  Farm 487  Norfolk  Street Mattapan
Fow ler  Clark  Farm 487  Norfolk  Street Mattapan
Fow ler  Clark  Farm 487  Norfolk  Street Mattapan
Fow ler  Clark  Farm 487  Norfolk  Street Mattapan
Fow ler  Clark  Farm 487  Norfolk  Street Mattapan
Franklin  Park  (RX)      
George  Milliken  House 44  Virginia  Street Dorchester
Gibson  House 137  Beacon  Street Back  Bay
Great  House  Archaeological  Site      
Harrison  Loring  House 789  East  Broadw ay South  Boston
Hayden  Building 681  Washington  Street Theater
International  Trust  Company  Building 45  Milk  Street Boston
Jacob  Wirth's  Restaurant 31-­39  Stuart  Street Theater
James  Blake  House 210  East  Cottage  Street Dorchester
Keith  Memorial  Theater/Opera  House 537-­39  Washington  St. Theater
Lew is  Daw son  Farm  House 1090  Centre  Street   
Liberty  Tree  Block 628-­36  Washington  St. Theater
Loring-­Greenough  House 12  South  Street Jamaica  Plain
Malcolm  X  –  Ella  Little-­Collins  House 72  Dale  Street Roxbury
McCormack  Federal  Building 5  Post  Office  Square Boston
Mission  Church  Complex Mission  Hill Mission  Hill
Modern  Theatre 523-­525  Washington  Street Boston
Oak  Square  School 35  Nonantum  Street Brighton
Old  State  House 208  Washington  Street Boston
Olmsted  Necklace  Parks      
Olmsted  Necklace  Parks      
Olmsted  Necklace  Parks      
Olmsted  Necklace  Parks      
Olmsted  Necklace  Parks      
Olmsted  Necklace  Parks      
Olmsted  Necklace  Parks  -­Jamaica  Pond,  Olmsted  Park,  River Riverw ay,  Jamaicaw ay Fenw ay,  JP
Paramount  Theater 549-­63  Washington  St. Theater  District
Proctor  Building 100-­6  Bedford  Street Boston
Public  Garden Beacon  Street Boston
Quincy  Market Faneuil  Hall  Marketpl. Boston
Saxon  Theater/Emerson  Majestic 219-­21  Tremont  Street Theater
Sears  Building 201  Brookline  Ave   
Sears'  Building Park  Drive Fenw ay
Second  Brazer  Building 25-­29  State  Street Boston
Sidew alk  Clock  -­  333  Massachusetts  Ave      
Sidew alk  Clock  -­  342  West  Broadw ay      
Sidew alk  Clock  -­  9  Chelsea  Street      





Figure  4.2:  The  St.  Botolph  Street  area,  looking  east  (toward  Copley  Square),  
showing  late  nineteenth  century  brick  houses,  along  with  larger,  modern  
structures.  
  






Figure  4.3:  Map  of  the  initial  proposal  for  an  historic  district  in  the  St.  Botolph  
Street  area,  which  included  properties  facing  Massachusetts  Avenue  (on  the  left),  
Huntington  Avenue  (at  the  upper  edge),  and  Harcourt  Street  (on  the  right).  
  
Notice  of  public  hearing,  Sept.  15,  1981,  to  be  held  on  Oct.  6,  1981,  “concerning  
the  proposed  designation  of  the  SAINT  BOTOLPH  AREA  as  an  
ARCHITECTURAL  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT.”    
  
Folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29  (“Study  report  





Figure  4.4:  UIDC,  the  developers  of  Copley  Place,  suggested  an  historic  district  
with  a  smaller  footprint,  excluding  the  blocks  east  of  Garrison  and  Follen  Streets.  
  
Enclosed  with  letter,  Oct.  6,  1981,  from  Kenneth  A.  Himmell,  Senior  Vice  
President  and  Project  Manager,  Urban  Investment  &  Development  Co.,  John  
Hancock  Tower,  200  Clarendon  St.,  to  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  
  
Folder:  “Public  hearing  –  Pet.  No.  36  St.  Botolph  Area,”  Box  29  (“Study  report  





Figure  4.5:  Map  of  the  St.  Botolph  district  as  adopted.    The  blocks  nearest  Copley  
Place  are  included,  but  parcels  fronting  Massachusetts  and  Huntington  Avenue  
are  not.  
  
Map  courtesy  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  



















































































0 100 200 300 Feet ´





Figure  4.6:  One  of  a  series  of  site-­‐‑file  forms  prepared  by  Mary  Van  Meter  during  
the  late  1960s,  when  she  spearheaded  an  historic-­‐‑resource  survey  in  Bay  Village.    
Courtesy  of  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission.  
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Figure  4.7:    The  Redevelopment  Authority’s  South  Cove  urban  renewal  area  of  
1965  included  Bay  Village.    Parcels  slated  for  redevelopment  are  outlined  in  dark  
ink.  
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  “Urban  Renewal  Plan,  South  Cove  Urban  



















Figure  4.8:  View  of  Church  &  Fayette  Streets.  Volunteers  investigating  Bay  
Village  as  a  candidate  for  local  historic  district  designation  took  photographs,  
like  this  one,  which  was  included  in  the  Boston  Landmark  Commission’s  Study  
Report  summarizing  their  findings,  published  in  1983.  
Bay  Village  Community  Advisors,  “Bay  Village  Historic  District  Study  Report”  






Figure  4.9:  Initial  working  map  from  the  Bay  Village  survey,  focusing  on  the  area  
with  the  largest  number  of  early  nineteenth  century  buildings.  
Folder:  Supplementary  Materials  for  Bay  Village  Photo  Survey,  Box  29  (BLC  







Figure  4.10:  Proposed  Bay  Village  historic  district,  Fall  1979,  now  including  the  
predominantly  Victorian  blocks  of  Cortes  and  Isabella  Streets  west  of  Arlington  
Street.  
Folder:  Bay  Village  Ordinance,  Box  33  (BLC  Study  report  files),  Papers  of  the  






Figure  4.11:  Three  years  later,  the  Redevelopment  Authority  argued  for  exclusion  
of  properties  on  Tremont  Street  (Parcel  7,  marked  with  an  X  at  the  lower  right),  
slated  for  redevelopment  under  the  South  Cove  urban  renewal  plan.    
Folder:  Bay  Village  Ordinance,  Box  33  (BLC  Study  report  files),  Papers  of  the  






Figure  4.12:  Bay  Village  historic  district  as  adopted.    While  the  Landmarks  
Commission  “disclaim[ed]  historic  district  review  over  initial  development  and  
construction”  of  Parcel  7,  the  property  remained  within  the  boundaries  of  the  
historic  district.  
Courtesy  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
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Figure  4.13:  Union  Park  in  the  South  End.      
Courtesy  of  the  South  End  Historical  Society.  
  
  
Figure  4.14:  Property  map  for  urban  renewal  in  the  South  End,  May  1965.  
Folder:  “SOUTH  END  Project  Plans,”  Box  19,  Papers  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  






Figure  4.15:  190  West  Brookline  St.  was  the  longtime  home  of  Martha  Rothman,  a  
Harvard-­‐‑trained  architect  who  was  a  member  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  




Figure  4.16:  Royal  Cloyd  opened  his  home  at  42  Union  Park  to  house  tours  
sponsored  by  the  South  End  Historical  Society.      




Figure  4.17:  Map  of  South  End  Historic  District  as  listed  on  the  National  Register  
of  Historic  Places  in  1973,  along  with  the  area  proposed  in  1978  for  study  as  a  
local  historic  district.  
Folder  “SE  Study  Comm.,”  Box  33  (“BLC  Study  report  files”),  Papers  of  the  





Figure  4.18:  The  South  End  Landmark  District  and  Protection  area  as  adopted.  
Courtesy  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  
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